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== NIB NEG ==
**Strat sheet:
States CP: It is pretty self explanatory, you should be able to get out of 90% of the solvency deficits by waving the FIAT wand. Just watch out for the state budget advantages, they are dumb however the Cp doesn’t solve them.
TIFIA CP: I would go for this in the 2nr if I were you ( with politics ). The CP expands the TIFIA ( Transportation Infrastructure Finance Innovation Act ) program, allowing it to give more loans out for Transportation Infrastructure. 

Pros: In terms of the loans it gives out and its purpose it is almost identical to the bank, most of the literature says TIFIA is basically the same as the NIB. The politics differentials are also GREAT! Because the NIB is being debated in congress there is comparative evidence saying congress strongly supports expanding TIFIA vs. making the NIB.

Cons: There are a few differences between TIFIA and the NIB that the aff will try to exploit: it appoints loans to states / for specific programs, which might mean it doesn’t have the same oversight effect as the NIB. It also does not have the exact same “merit based” selection process the bank authors write about. This should not be too big of an issue because the majority of the links talk about overall stimulus spending and improving TI in general, so the specifics of what programs get selected shouldn’t matter as long as enough money is pumped into it. Also keep in mind that the aff evidence will be about TIFIA in the squo, expanding it should solve the majority of the issues it is having now ( mostly with funding and understaffing ).
Spending DA: This is a solid option, however the aff has a bit of an advantage because they can cross apply almost all the 1AC internals to this. The debate will come down to a question of the internal link, so if you go for this be ready to have a in depth economy debate.
Politics: The links are decent, because obama is pushing the idea of an NIB in congress now there is good up to date cards on the congressional reactions ( mostly from the GOP ). There are a range of reasons why its unpopular, but the best ones are
1. Obama is pushing it – Republicans want to make him look bad before the election

2. It spends money – increasing debt is super unpopular

3. It takes Infrastructure out of congressional hands – they want more control and don’t want to set up another useless bureaucracy

Fed Inflation CP: This is a decent option if you want to go for spending and a CP but don’t want to run states. The reason it is distinct from congressional spending is the Fed can pump money into the economy => inflation without it effecting congresses deficit. This also means it is insolated from pltx because it never goes through congress, the fed can just act because they are independent ( sort of ) from the USFG.

RPS CP: solves RPS… pretty obvious. Note that it only deals with ½ of 1 advantage for the BQ 1AC, so you wont be able to win a round on it alone.

Department of Competitiveness CP: This is similar to the Fed Inflation CP in that it solves the economy and doesn’t spend money. It should only be read against BQ lab because there advantages are based all of competitiveness. ( note: only spending is a net benefit )
1NC State budget Advantage ( BQ lab )
1. no solvency for disease impact - their impact talks about an airborne virus deadlier than HIV with NO CURE, meaning water would not have any effect on it!

2. EPA taking new initiatives now

Gibbs, 12 (Bob Gibbs, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment 12 “Hearing on “A Review of Innovative Financing Approaches for Community Water Infrastructure Projects (Part II)” 3/16/12 http://republicans.transportation.house.gov/Media/file/112th/Water/WREMemo03212012.pdf)
Communities are feeling considerable pressure to improve the management of their wastewater systems to reduce costs and maintain sustainable systems. Some are also looking at innovative ways of integrating decentralized, distributed, and nonstructural water infrastructure to reduce the need for expensive infrastructure. In addition, financing institutions, associations of water quality professionals, States, and EPA all have been encouraging utilities to improve the management of their infrastructure assets, in order to reduce the demand for new infrastructure. Moreover, EPA has begun implementing “sustainable infrastructure initiatives” to help communities close the gap through actions and innovations to reduce the demand for infrastructure. Through these initiatives, EPA is promoting better asset management techniques for reducing long-term costs and improving performance and sustainability, promoting water efficiency, promoting full cost pricing of water, expanding watershed approaches, and advocating the use of so-called “green” infrastructure to identify efficient and effective local infrastructure solutions. By properly operating and maintaining infrastructure, and by planning for capital improvements, wastewater utilities can reduce costs and avoid catastrophic infrastructure failures.

3. There impact is a joke – Hydros evidence cites Asthma and joint pains

4. No disease can kill us all – burnout theory 

Gladwell 95 (Malcolm, The New Republic, 7/17/95 and 7/24/95, “The Plague Year”, Lexis)

What would a real Andromeda Strain look like? It would be highly infectious like the flu, spread through casual contact. But it would also have to be structured in such a way as to avoid the kind of selection bias that usually exists against virulent strains. For that reason, it would need to move stealthily through its host, infecting so silently that the victim would not know to take precautions, and so slowly that the victim would have years in which pass on the infection to someone else.  The Andromeda Strain, in short, the virus that really could kill 80 or 90 percent of humanity, would be an airborne version of HIV. In fact, doomsday types have for years been conjuring up this possibility for the end of mankind. The problem, however, is that it is very difficult to imagine how such a super-virus could ever come about. For a start, it is not clear how HIV could become airborne and still be lethal. (This was the argument of Howard Temin, the late Nobel Prize-winning virologist.) What makes HIV so dangerous is that it seeks out and selectively kills the key blood cells of the human immune system. To be airborne, it would have to shift its preference to the cells of the respiratory system. (Ebola, which is not nearly so selective, probably doesn't need to change personality to become airborne.) How, then, could it still cause aids? Why wouldn't it be just another cold virus?  Then there is the problem of mutation. To become airborne, HIV would have to evolve in such a way as to become more durable. Right now the virus is highly sensitive to changes in temperature and light. But it is hardly going to do any damage if it dies the moment it is coughed into the air and exposed to ultraviolet rays. HIV would have to get as tough as a cold virus, which can live for days on a countertop or a doorknob. At the same time HIV would have to get more flexible. Right now HIV mutates in only a limited manner. The virus essentially keeps changing its clothes, but its inner workings stay the same. It kills everyone by infecting the same key blood cells. To become airborne, it would have to undergo a truly fundamental transformation, switching to an entirely different class of cells. How can HIV make two contradictory changes at the same time, becoming both less and more flexible?  This is what is wrong with the Andromeda Strain argument. Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adopt a specific strategy, but every strategy carries a corresponding cost, and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly, but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all but halt endemic malaria. Smallpox is extraordinarily durable, remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability, its essential rigidity, is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. aids is almost invariably lethal because its attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious.  I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: as contagious as flu, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms.

5. There Lean evidence states China is at blame for the majority of emissions – alt cause dooms solvency because they are dependent on coal and will never make the switch in time.

6. Low gas prices drive RPS requirements down

Carus 12 ( writer for AOL energy, Natural Gas Prices Threaten State Renewable Portfolio Standards, Felicity Carus, April 9, 2012, http://energy.aol.com/2012/04/09/natural-gas-prices-threaten-state-renewable-portfolio-standards/
State Renewable Portfolio Standards may come under increasing pressure amid low natural gas prices, excess power generation capacity and the cost of compliance, leading energy analyst says. "The world for renewables today is quite different from the renewables world we faced over the last several years," Ron Norman, renewable energy specialist at PA Consulting Group, told a symposium held in San Francisco last week. "Before 2009, we had extraordinarily high gas prices and pending C02 legislation, low growth throughout the US and since that time we've had a crash in natural gas prices." Natural gas prices that recently hit $2 per MMBtu are reasonably forecast to remain in the $4 range for the next decade, he said. Excess capacity had also resulted from gas-fired additions over the past decade compounded by lower loads because of the economic recession, he said. The Trouble With Too Much Around 237 GW of natural gas–fired generation capacity was added between 2000 and 2010, around 81% of total additions in the past decade, according to the US Energy Information Administration. "Many of the power markets throughout the US remain oversupplied," he said. "In the first part of the decade it was caused by excessive overbuilding of gas-fired capacity and since then, as we've tried to burn off that excess supply, we've had a reduction in load so the oversupply has lasted much longer than expected." Those conditions conditions, compounded by the overall state of the economy and the risk of tax credit expiration, could make state RPS goals more expensive, he said. Currently, 29 US states have RPS goals and nine of those states have mandated targets for renewable generation sources. "In that context we've seen up and down commitment to incentives to renewables," said Norman. "The current thinking is that federal incentives are likely to be weakened, if not lapse, and the states that have RPS are going to end up paying for these renewables programs on their own." "Renewable energy is competing with brown power, which is cheaper than people expected. So several states are looking hard at whether they should be reducing their requirement. And that may be the beginning of a trend that we expect to continue for some time if power prices in general continue to be low. "The pressure for many states is going to be to reduce their requirements."

7. Gut check – Brown says we will reach the tipping point within the decade, RPS cannot solve this because it only mandates a small personage of energy to be renewable. 

8. Too late to solve warming—too much CO2

Garnet ’10 (Andre Garnet, Senior Analyst at Investology, Inc. 8/14/10 , the energy collective, “Slowing CO2 emissions cannot end global warming, but removing CO2 from the atmosphere will”, http://theenergycollective.com/andre-garnet/41653/slowing-co2-emissions-cannot-end-global-warming-removing-co2-atmosphere-will)

Scarcely a day goes by without some announcement as to yet another effort to limit CO2 emissions, here or there, for the purpose of fighting global warming. Yet, all such attempts are futile given that so much CO2 has already accumulated in the atmosphere that even if we ended all CO2 emissions today, global warming would probably continue to increase unabated.  However, as explained below, we do have the technology to extract CO2 from the atmosphere and it is due to inept thinking on the part of United Nations scientists that we are not applying it.  Before going into details, it might be useful to frame the problem: It is since the advent of the industrial revolution circa 1,850 that factories and transportation caused a large and enduring increase in the amount of CO2 emissions. This phenomenon has been compounded by the rapid increase in the population given that humans emit CO2 as they breathe. As a result, an enormous quantity of CO2 has accumulated in the atmosphere given that we emitted more than could be absorbed by plants and by the sea. So much so, that the amount of new CO2 that we emit nowadays is a drop in the bucket compared to the quantity of CO2 that has already accumulated in the atmosphere since around 1,850 as the atmospheric concentration of CO2 increased by about 30%. It is this enormous quantity of atmospheric CO2 that traps the heat from the Sun, thus causing about 30% of global warming. The point is that, if we are to stop or reverse global warming, we need to extract from the atmosphere more CO2 than we emit.  However, all we are currently attempting is to limit emissions of CO2. This is too little, too late and totally useless inasmuch it could reduce our CO2 emissions by only 5% at best, while achieving nothing in terms of diminishing the amount of atmospheric CO2.  Rather than wasting precious time on attempts to LIMIT our CO2 emission, we should focus on EXTRACTING from the atmosphere more CO2 than we are emitting. We have a proven method for this that couldn't be simpler, more effective and inexpensive, so what are we waiting for?   More specifically, it has been shown that atmospheric CO2 has been perhaps twice higher than now in the not too distant past (some 250,000 years ago.) So what caused it to drop to as low as it was around 1,850? It was primarily due to the plankton that grows on the surface of the sea where it absorbs CO2 that it converts to biomass before dying and sinking to the bottom of the sea where it eventually becomes trapped in sedimentary rock where it turns to oil or gas. There simply isn't enough biomass on the 30% of Earth's surface that is land (as opposed to sea) for this biomass to grow fast enough to soak up the excess atmospheric CO2 that we have to contend with. Plankton, on the other hand, can grow on the 70% of Earth that is covered by the sea where it absorbs atmospheric CO2 much faster, in greater quantities and sequesters it for thousands of years in the form of oil and gas.  Growing plankton is thus an extremely efficient, yet simple and inexpensive process for removing the already accumulated CO2 from the atmosphere. All we need to do is to dust the surface of the ocean with rust (i.e. iron oxides) that serves as a fertilizer that causes plankton to grow. The resulting plankton grows and blooms over several days, absorbing CO2 as it does, and then about 90% of it that isn't eaten by fish sinks to the bottom of the sea. The expert Russ George calculated that if all ocean-going vessels participated in such an effort worldwide, we could return atmospheric CO2 concentration to its 1,850 level within 30 years. It's very inexpensive and easy to do, wouldn't interfere with the ships' normal activities and would, in fact, earn them carbon credits that CO2 emitters would be required to buy. Moreover it is the ONLY approach available for addressing global warming on the global scale that is necessary.  By contrast, efforts to limit CO2 emissions by means of CO2 sequestration could address only about 5% of NEW CO2 generated by power plants. So even while causing our electricity costs to treble or quadruple, such efforts wouldn't remove any of the massive amount of CO2 already accumulated in the atmosphere. In fact, the climatologist James Hansen believes that even if we could stop all CO2 emissions as of today, it may already be too late to avert run-away, global warming as there is enough CO2 in the atmosphere for global warming to keep increasing in what he fears is becoming an irreversible process. In other words, atmospheric CO2 is trapping more heat than Earth can dissipate which causes temperature
9. Laskow evidence indicates that states are doing RPS now but don’t have the sufficient renewable energy projects to back it up, 0 reason why this matters for RPS spreading globally as a whole

2NC State budget advantage
Ext. Warming Inevitable

Warming is inevitable - so much CO2 has accumulated in the atmosphere that its too late to stop warming—a global effort would only translate to 5% reduction, too little too late. That’s Garnet

Ocean storage means it’s too late for warming—it’s inevitable
NPR 9 (1/26, Global Warming Is Irreversible, Study Says, All Things Considered, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=99888903)

Climate change is essentially irreversible, according to a sobering new scientific study. As carbon dioxide emissions continue to rise, the world will experience more and more long-term environmental disruption. The damage will persist even when, and if, emissions are brought under control, says study author Susan Solomon, who is among the world's top climate scientists. "We're used to thinking about pollution problems as things that we can fix," Solomon says. "Smog, we just cut back and everything will be better later. Or haze, you know, it'll go away pretty quickly." That's the case for some of the gases that contribute to climate change, such as methane and nitrous oxide. But as Solomon and colleagues suggest in a new study published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, it is not true for the most abundant greenhouse gas: carbon dioxide. Turning off the carbon dioxide emissions won't stop global warming. "People have imagined that if we stopped emitting carbon dioxide that the climate would go back to normal in 100 years or 200 years. What we're showing here is that's not right. It's essentially an irreversible change that will last for more than a thousand years," Solomon says. This is because the oceans are currently soaking up a lot of the planet's excess heat — and a lot of the carbon dioxide put into the air. The carbon dioxide and heat will eventually start coming out of the ocean. And that will take place for many hundreds of years. Solomon is a scientist with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Her new study looked at the consequences of this long-term effect in terms of sea level rise and drought.

Ext. Disease impact Defence
Extend Gladwell 95 Every disease that has ever caused mass deaths had one strategy, A virus cannot become airborne and lethal AND immune to vaccine meaning no disease can kill us all

We site a Nobel prize winning Virologist, Prefer our evidence.

Virulent diseases cannot cause extinction because of burnout theory 
Leah R. Gerber, PhD. Associate Professor of Ecology, Evolution, and Environmental Sciences, 05 
Ecological Society of America, "Exposing Extinction Risk Analysis to Pathogens: Is Disease Just Another Form of Density Dependence?" August 2005, Jstor

The density of it population is an important parameter for both PVA and host-pathogen theory. A fundamental principle of epidemiology is that the spread of an infectious disease through a population is a function of the density of both susceptible and infectious hosts. If infectious agents are supportable by the host species of conservation interest, the impact of a pathogen on a declining population is likely to decrease as the host population declines. A pathogen will spread when, on average, it is able to transmit to a susceptible host before an infected host dies or eliminates the infection (Kermack and McKendrick 1927, Anderson and May l99l). If the parasite affects the reproduction or mortality of its host, or the host is able to mount an immune response, the parasite population may eventually reduce the density of susceptible hosts to a level at which the rate of parasite increase is no longer positive. Most epidemiological models indicate that there is a host threshold density (or local population size) below which a parasite cannot invade, suggesting that rare or depleted species should be less subject to host-specific disease. This has implications for small, yet increasing, populations. For example, although endangered species at low density may be less susceptible to a disease outbreak, recovery to higher densities places them at increasing risk of future disease-related decline (e.g., southern sea otters; Gerber ct al. 2004). In the absence of stochastic factors (such as those modeled in PVA), and given the usual assumption of disease models that the chance that a susceptible host will become infected is proportional to the density of infected hosts (the mass action assumption) a host specific pathogen cannot drive its host to extinction (McCallum and Dobson 1995). Extinction in the absence of stochasticity is possible if alternate hosts (sometimes called reservoir hosts) relax the extent to which transmission depends on the density of the endangered host species. 

Self-interest means no extinction.

MacPhee and Marx 98 [Ross, American Museum of Natural History and Preston, Aaron, Diamond AIDS Research Facility, http://www.amnh.org/science/biodiversity/extinction/Day1/disease/Bit1.html]

It is well known that lethal diseases can have a profound effect on species' population size and structure. However, it is generally accepted that the principal populational effects of disease are acute--that is, short-term. In other words, although a species many suffer substantial loss from the effects of a given highly infectious disease at a given time, the facts indicate that natural populations tend to bounce back after the period of high losses. Thus, disease as a primary cause of extinction seems implausible. However, this is the normal case, where the disease-provoking pathogen and its host have had a long relationship. Ordinarily, it is not in the pathogens interest to rapidly kill off large numbers of individuals in its host species, because that might imperil its own survival. Disease theorists long ago expressed the idea that pathogens tend to evolve toward a "benign" state of affairs with their hosts, which means in practice that they continue to infect, but tend not to kill (or at least not rapidly). A very good reason for suspecting this to be an accurate view of pathogen-host relationships is that individuals with few or no genetic defenses against a particular pathogen will be maintained within the host population, thus ensuring the pathogen's ultimate survival.
Water Infrastructure doomed

Legislative restrictions and lack of project sponsors dooms water infrastructure

Copeland 10 (Claudia, Specialist in Resources and Environmental Policy et al 10 [Copeland Specialist in Resources and Environmental Policy Nicole T. Carter Specialist in Natural Resources Policy Betsy A. Cody Specialist in Natural Resources Policy Megan Stubbs Analyst in Agricultural Conservation and Natural Resources Policy “Water Infrastructure Funding in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009” 1/11/10 http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/R40216_20100111.pdf)

Congress directed that the funds be used consistent with the eligibility and prioritization constraints and direction provided in P.L. 111-5 and the accompanying conference report, H.Rept. 111-16. Discretion regarding which specific water resource projects received funds was largely left up to the Administration. Even after enactment, implementation of the additional water infrastructure funding in the ARRA is raising a number of issues, including how general restrictions in the legislation, such as “Buy American” requirements, will affect timely spending of ARRA funds. Another issue concerns matching fund requirements. Unless project assistance is provided entirely as grants, communities and project sponsors will need to come up with matching funds, which could be very challenging in the current fiscal environment. Congressional committees have held several hearings on use of ARRA water infrastructure funds, and additional oversight is likely during the remainder of the 111 th Congress.

Ext. RPS fails

RPS faces multiple shortfalls

Char and Abramson 06 (Chongwon Char and Scott Abramson, This report was written by undergraduate students at Dartmouth College under the direction of professors in the Rockefeller Center, 2006, Renewable Portfolio Standards in Energy Policy A Policy Analysis for the State of New Hampshire, http://rockefeller.dartmouth.edu/library/RPS_NH.pdf)

• RPS legislation amounts to a subsidy for renewable energy technologies at the expense of conventional technologies (although the potential for competitive neutrality with respect to energy suppliers exists, as mentioned above). • Environmental benefits stemming from RPS legislation will not necessarily accumulate within the state. • A RPS does not necessarily increase the diversity of renewable energy produced in the state because the market will promote greater development of the least expensive resource. This could be a drawback if production diversity is a desired outcome. • Experience indicates that the effective design and implementation of an RPS policy may be difficult and efforts may be unsuccessful.

Best case scenario RPS reduces US emissions by a few percentages

Gold and Thakar 10 (Ivan Gold is senior counsel in Perkins Coie LLP^s Portland, Oregon office. Nidhi Thakar is an associate in the firm^s Washington, D.C. office. The authors thank Matthew Slick and Patricia MacRae of Perkins Coie^s Portland office for their tireless work on innumerable drafts, A SURVEY OF STATE RENEWABLE PORTFOLIO STANDARDS: SQUARE PEGS FOR ROUND CLIMATE CHANGE HOLES? IVAN GOLD & NIDHI THAKAR, http://www.elpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/gold.pdf)

RPS programs regulate renewable energy but do not directly regulate GHG emissions. 156 However, such KlimitationsL are relatively unimportant. 157 For example: y Although RPS programs apply to only one emissions sector, electric generation, 158 the electric power sector in the United States produced forty percent of 2007 national CO2 emissions (thirty-two percent of total U.S. GHG emissions). 159 On a global basis, the energy sector produces twenty-six percent of worldwide GHG emissions. 160 y Although RPS programs apply only in some states, 161 RPS states currently cover forty-six percent of all U.S. electric generation. 162 By 2025, the thirty-six states with voluntary and mandatory RPS programs will produce more than fifty-six percent of all electric power consumed in the United States 163 and will emit more than sixty percent of electric powerrelated U.S. CO2 (twenty percent of total U.S. CO2 emissions). This estimate is a rough approximation. In 2008, the fifty states emitted approximately 5802 MMT of CO2 to make electric power. Although some RPS programs exempt selected utilities, or cover only a portion of a state^s electric generation, 165 this trend is reversing, and a number of states have amended their RPS programs to include utilities previously exempted. 166 Today, sixteen of the thirty state RPS programs cover 90j100% of state generation 167 and twenty-four of the thirty mandatory programs cover more than seventy-five percent of their state utilities. 168 y Although RPS programs primarily affect CO2 emissions, rather than all GHG emissions, 169 CO2 is the primary GHG released when fossil fuels make electricity. 170 In 2007, CO2 represented approximately eighty-two percent of all U.S. GHG emissions. 171 As shown in Table 6, six GHGs are primarily responsible for climate change and are included in state, federal, and international climate change programs. In addition to CO2 , the other common GHGs are methane (CH4 ) and nitrous oxide (N2O). 172 Less common, but very powerful, GHGs are hydro-fluorocarbons (KHFCsL), poly-fluorocarbons (KPFCsL), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6 ). 173 Each GHG has its own Global Warming Potential (KGWPL), expressed as CO2e , its relative ability to affect climate change compared to CO2

1NC  Economy Advantage ( KM lab )
1. Squo solves – multiple credit programs exist now

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. The Limited Benefits of a National Infrastructure Bank, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/10/the-limited-beneftis-of-a-national-infrastructure-bank

Nonetheless, if credit availability is at issue, then a quick review of existing transportation infrastructure federal credit programs reveals that there are plenty of attractive credit programs including the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation loan program (TIFIA), Private Activity Bonds, and State/Municipal/public authority Revenue Bonds.[3] For passenger and freight rail projects, there is also the USDOT’s Rail Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing (RFFI) program. For these concerns, there are questions but not yet any answers. If grants were to be provided by the new bank, how would they be different from—or better than—those already provided through the existing mechanisms in USDOT and the highway program? If current levels of credit availability for existing federal transportation credit programs are deemed to be insufficient by some, why not propose that these existing channels be improved and/or expanded? If spending is thought to be deficient, why not simply provide more grants through the existing mechanism rather than going through the costly and complicated process of setting up and operating a new federal transportation entity, which President Obama’s budget estimates would cost upwards of $270 million to create and staff?[4] In this era of fiscal austerity and yawning budget deficits, wouldn’t there be better uses for this money than a redundant bureaucracy? Are the banks’ independent status, separate board, funding, and approval process designed to circumvent the existing role that state DOTs and governors have in the allocation of transportation resources? Would its independent status and separate board of directors thwart congressional oversight? I don’t think a satisfactory answer has been provided to any of these questions, and certainly none of the existing proposals have addressed them. But they are certainly valid concerns, and Congress should seek answers to them as Members contemplate these many infrastructure bank proposals.

2. 1AC O’Connell evidence says The bank would allocate 5-30 billion to Infrastructure, measures in the status quo far exceed that proving they don’t invest enough.

3. No risk of double dip – growth will continue and isn’t effected by government policy – they cite the alarmist minority

Ledbetter 12 (James Ledbetter, journalist for reuters,Let’s stop talking about a ‘double-dip’ recession,  APRIL 17, 2012

http://blogs.reuters.com/great-debate/2012/04/17/lets-stop-talking-about-a-double-dip-recession/)

Barely a day goes by without some expert publicly worrying whether or not the U.S. economy will fall into a “double-dip” recession. In a CNBC interview last September, investor George Soros said he thought the U.S. was already in one. Earlier this month, the former chief global strategist for Morgan Stanley cited an academic study to argue that “after every financial crisis there’s a long period of much slower growth and in almost every case you get a double dip.” Granted, this is a minority view; most economists are predicting sustained modest growth for the near future. Which makes sense, because while few are thrilled with the pace of comeback, the U.S. economy has grown for 11 consecutive quarters, beginning in mid-2009. But given that the recovery is approaching its third birthday, how far away from the Great Recession do we need to get before another downturn would be considered not a “second dip” but simply a separate recession instead? For all its ubiquity, there is no uniform definition of what a “double-dip” recession is; even the origins of the term are hazy. One analyst wrote in a 2010 research note that the term dates from about 1994, when there was concern about sliding back into the 1991 recession. But Safire’s Political Dictionary traces the term to a 1975 BusinessWeek article, attributing it to an unidentified economist in the Ford administration. (Tellingly, the “double dip” the government feared back then did not actually materialize.) Much of what is meant by “double-dip” recession is intuitively clear: It’s what happens when a recovery is so feeble that, soon enough, an economy sinks back into contraction. It’s the “soon enough” part that no one can agree on. Investopedia defines double dip as “when gross domestic product growth slides back to negative after a quarter or two of positive growth.” If that were the case, fear of a double dip would long ago have subsided. Of course, an imprecise term need not be useless. There can be good conceptual and historical reasons for associating an economic downturn with one that preceded it. Many Americans naturally think of the Great Depression as a single, sustained economic horror that began with the stock crash of 1929 and didn’t end until the U.S. entered World War Two at the end of 1941. Technically, that’s not true; the U.S. economy actually began growing in 1933 and continued to grow until 1937, when a second dip hit. But the economy had shrunk so severely in the first dip that it never got back to its pre-’29 level by the time it began contracting again – which redeems the popular fusion of two recessions separated by a weak recovery into one Great Depression. Some economists have claimed, more contentiously, that nearly back-to-back recessions in 1980 and 1981-82 qualified as first and second dips. But that’s not what’s happened this time around. According to the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), the American economy bottomed out in the Great Recession in the second quarter of 2009, when GDP sank to $13.85 trillion, a shrinkage of about 3.9 percent from the then-all-time high a year before of $14.42 trillion. Since then, we’ve far surpassed that previous high-water mark, with current GDP at $15.32 trillion. One way to think about this: The distance between where we are now and the previous high of 2008 is greater than the distance between that 2008 peak and the 2009 trough. Even using what BEA calls “chained 2005 dollars” (in other words, accounting for inflation), current GDP is higher now than it has ever been. Why, then, do we keep hearing about a double dip, instead of a new recession? Part of the reason seems to be psychological, a sense that weaknesses that were manifest in the Great Recession – slow job growth, too much reliance on Federal Reserve activity – have not been fully addressed. As Alan Levenson, chief economist for T. Rowe Price, told me: “A turnaround always looks like a struggle. Each time we live through a slowdown, we feel like the economy can never grow again.” The fear of a double dip is also a potent political weapon. On the right, commentators and politicians seek to stoke fear about a renewed economic downturn as a way of “proving” that Barack Obama’s economic policies have failed; the argument is: “No, he didn’t create the economic crisis, but he made it worse.” On the left, it’s useful to remind Americans of the past economic crisis as a way of repudiating Republican economic policy; the argument is: “We’d better not go down that road again.” In both cases, appealing to fear hits harder because our economic pain still seems so close – not some as-yet-unknown future downturn. Ironically, as Levenson points out, if the U.S. economy does slow down – which he’s not predicting for 2012 – it will probably have little or nothing to do with fiscal or monetary policy. Rather, it will more likely come from some external shock, such as skyrocketing oil prices or a renewed European meltdown. That probably won’t prevent people from calling it a double dip, but it really is time to put the Great Recession behind us and see any future recession for what it truly is.

4. Turn – Stimulus risks economic collapse

Taylor and Vedder ’10 

( Jason E. Taylor is professor of economics at Central Michigan University. Richard K. Vedder is distinguished professor of economics at Ohio University and adjunct scholar at the American Enterprise Institute,  May/June 2010, “ Stimulus by Spending Cuts: Lessons from 1946” http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v32n3/cpr32n3-1.html) SRK

 The conversation has begun regarding the nation's exit strategy from the unsustainable fiscal and monetary stimulus of the last two years. Our soaring national debt will not only punish future generations but is also causing concern that our creditors may bring about a day of reckoning much sooner (the Chinese have recently become a net seller of U.S. government securities). There are fears that the Fed's policy of ultra-low interest rates may bring new asset bubbles and begin the cycle of boom and bust all over again. And unless the Fed acts to withdraw some of the monetary stimulus, many fear a return of 1970s era double-digit inflation. On the other hand, there are widespread fears that if we remove the stimulus crutch, the feeble recovery may turn back toward that "precipice" from which President Obama has said the stimulus policies rescued us. History and economic theory tell us those fears are unfounded. More than six decades ago, policymakers and, for the most part, the economic profession as a whole, erroneously concluded that Keynes was right — fiscal stimulus works to reduce unemployment. Keynesian- style stimulus policies became a staple of the government's response to economic downturns, particularly in the 1960s and 1970s. While Keynesianism fell out of style during the 1980s and 1990s — recall that Bill Clinton's secretary of treasury Robert Rubin turned Keynesian economics completely on its head when he claimed that surpluses, not deficits, stimulate the economy — during the recessions of 2001 and 2007-09 Keynesianism has come back with a vengeance. Both Presidents Bush and Obama, along with the Greenspan/Bernanke Federal Reserve, have instituted Keynesian-style stimulus policies — enhanced government spending (Obama's $787 billion package), tax cuts to put money in people's hands to increase consumption (the Bush tax "rebate" checks of 2001 and 2008), and loose monetary policy (the Federal Reserve's leaving its target interest rate below 2 percent for an extended period from 2001 to 2004 and cutting to near zero during the Great Recession of 2007-09 and its aftermath). What did all of this get us? A decade far less successful economically than the two non- Keynesian ones that preceded it, with declining output growth and falling real capital valuations. History clearly shows the government that stimulates the best, taxes, spends, and intrudes the least. In particular, the lesson from 1945-47 is that a sharp reduction in government spending frees up assets for productive use and leads to renewed growth.

5. Infrastructure spending cannot stimulate effectively – no new employment – its delayed – and too long term

Rugy 11 (Veronique de Rugy is a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University. Her primary research interests include the federal budget, homeland security, taxation, tax competition, and financial privacy issues. FEDERAL INFRASTRUCTURE SPENDING: NEITHER A GOOD STIMULUS NOR A GOOD INVESTMENT NOVEMBER 16, 2011, Veronique de Rugy Senior Research Fellow Joint Economic Committee Hearing on the Impact of Infrastructure on the Manufacturing Sector, http://mercatus.org/sites/default/files/publication/Federal%20Infrastructure%20Spending%20-%20Neither%20a%20Good%20Stimulus%20Nor%20a%20Good%20Investment.pdf)

Today I would like to address three important issues. First, infrastructure spending is a particularly bad vehicle for stimulus. Second, while no one disputes the value of good infrastructure, public work projects typically suffer from massive cost overruns, waste, fraud, and abuse. Finally, some alternatives to a federal investment in infrastructure exist, such as public private partnerships, privatization, or simple devolution to the states. Section 1. Infrastructure spending can’t stimulate the economy According to Keynesian economic theory, a fall in demand causes a fall in spending. Since one person’s spending is someone else’s income, a fall in demand makes a nation poorer. When that poorer nation prudently cuts back on spending, it sets off yet another wave of falling income. So, a big shock to consumer spending or business confidence can set off waves of job losses and layoffs. Can anything stop this cycle? Keynesians say yes: government spending can take the place of private spending during a crisis. If the government increases its own spending, it will create new jobs. These new workers should consume more, and businesses should then buy more machines and equipment to meet the demands of government and the revitalized public. This increase in gross domestic product is what economists call the multiplier effect. It means that one dollar of government spending will end up creating more than a dollar of new national income. This spending can . take a number of forms: public service employment, cash transfers, state revenue sharing, or infrastructure projects. As it turns out, as appealing as the Keynesian story sounds, there is little consensus among economists about its accuracy. Moreover, a survey of the economic literature on the impact of infrastructure spending on the economy reveals that economists are far from having reached a consensus about the actual returns on such spending. 3 In this paper, my colleague Matt Mitchell and I discover that some respected economists find large positive multipliers (every dollar in government spending means more than a dollar of economic growth) but others find negative multipliers (every dollar spend hurts the economy). 4 The range is wide, going from 3.7 to -2.88. 5 While this diversity of opinion could be explained in part by the wide range of circumstances in which stimulus might be applied (open or closed economy, fixed or flexible exchange rates, level of countries’ indebtedness, the level of interest rates, whether or not the stimulus spending is temporary or permanent, and whether or not it is a large or a small stimulus …), 6 nonetheless, as a recent International Monetary Fund (IMF) working paper puts it, “Economists have offered an embarrassingly wide range of estimated multipliers.” 7 However, the most important reasons to be skeptical about further stimulus—particularly infrastructure stimulus—have to do with the way it is implemented. 8 As a general rule, the studies that obtain large multipliers do so by assuming that stimulus funds will be distributed just as Keynesian theory says they ought to be. In the words of Keynesian economist and former presidential economic advisor Lawrence Summers, fiscal stimulus “can be counterproductive if it is not timely, targeted, and temporary.” 9 Infrastructure spending cannot fulfill these criteria. Infrastructure spending is not timely By nature, infrastructure spending is not timely. Even when the money is available, it can be months, if not years, before it is spent. This is because infrastructure projects involve planning, bidding, contracting, construction, and evaluation. 10 According to the GAO, as of June 2011, 95 percent of the $45 billion in Department of Transportation infrastructure stimulus money had been appropriated, but only 62 percent ($28 billion) had actually been spent. 11 Infrastructure spending is not targeted Second, the only thing harder than getting the money out the door promptly is properly targeting spending for stimulative effect. Data from Recovery.gov shows that stimulus money in general—and infrastructure funds in particular—were not targeted to those areas with the highest rate in unemployment, something correct application of the Keynesian theory demands as the idea is that stimulus spending gives the economy a jolt by employing idle people, firms, and equipment. 12 However, even properly aimed infrastructure spending might have failed to stimulate the economy. Many of the areas hardest hit by the recession are in decline because they have been producing goods and services that are not, and may never be, in great demand. Therefore, the overall value added by improving the roads and other infrastructure in these areas is likely to be lower than if the new infrastructure were located in growing areas that might have relatively low unemployment but greater demand for more roads, schools, and other types of long-term infrastructure. 13 Perhaps more importantly, unemployment rates among specialists, such as those with the skills to build roads or schools, are often relatively low. And it is unlikely that an employee specialized in residential-area construction can easily update his or her skills to include building highways. As a result, we can expect that firms receiving stimulus funds will hire their workers away from other construction sites where they were employed, rather than plucking the jobless from the unemployment rolls. This is what economists call “crowding out.” Except that in this case, labor, not capital, is being crowded out. New data from Mercatus Center professor Garret Jones and AEI staffer Dan Rothschild confirm that companies and governments used stimulus money to poach a plurality of workers from other organizations rather than hiring them from the unemployment lines. 14 Based on extensive field research—over 1,300 anonymous, voluntary responses from managers and employees—Jones and Rothschild bring to light the fact that less than half of the workers hired with stimulus funds were unemployed at the time they were hired. A majority were hired directly from other organizations, with just a handful coming from school or outside the labor force. In email correspondence, Garrett Jones further explains that during recessions most employers who lose workers to poaching decline to fill the vacant positions—leaving unemployment essentially unchanged. Infrastructure spending isn’t temporary Finally, even in Keynesian models, stimulus is only effective as a short-run measure. In fact, Keynesians also call for surpluses during an upswing. 15 In reality, however, the political process prefers to implement the first Keynesian prescription (deficit-financed spending) but not the second (surpluses to pay off the debt). 16 The inevitable result is a persistent deficit that, year-in, year-out, adds to the national debt. 17 A review of historical stimulus efforts has shown that temporary stimulus spending tends to linger and that two years after an initial stimulus, 95 percent of the spending surge remains. 18 To be sure, a certain amount of public spending on public works is necessary to perform essential government functions. But spending on roads, rails, and bridges as a means of providing employment or creating economic growth is unlikely to be effective. 


6. Congestion is inevitable – traffic hour 

Downs 04 

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

Trafﬁc congestion is not essentially a problem. It’s the solution to our basic mobility problem, which is that too many people want to move at the same times each day.   Efficient operation of the economy and our school systems requires that people go to  work, go to school, and run errands during about the same hours so they can interact  with each other. We cannot alter that basic requirement without crippling our economy  and society. This problem marks every major metropolitan area in the world.  In the United States, the vast majority of people wanting to move during rush hours  use private vehicles, for two reasons. One is that most Americans reside in low-density  settlements that public transit cannot serve effectively. Second, for most people private  vehicles are more comfortable, faster, more private, more convenient in trip timing, and  more ﬂexible than public transit. Therefore, around the world, as household incomes  rise, more and more people shift from less expensive public modes to privately owned  cars and trucks

7. Alt cause - European debt crisis spills over to US

Geewax 11 (Marilyn Geewax is NPR's national economics correspondent and an editor of business news for the National Desk, .How The European Debt Crisis Could Spread by MARILYN GEEWAX September 15, 2011, http://www.npr.org/2011/09/15/140473556/how-the-european-debt-crisis-could-spread)

Financial Market Risks Rise If some of Europe's biggest banks suddenly look dangerously weak, then other banks may hesitate to extend credit to each other, fearing they too could get dragged down. They would want more collateral before lending more money, and that would mean forced asset sales, driving down all sorts of prices and causing financial markets to seize up. That's basically what happened after Lehman Brothers went bankrupt in 2008. U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner says European officials won't allow a Lehman Brothers-like collapse. He says the region has the financial capacity to avoid sudden defaults. Falling Dominoes Could Hit U.S. Money Market The European problem could potentially spread across the Atlantic because U.S. money market funds hold more than $900 billion of the short-term debt of European banks. That's about half of the U.S. funds' $1.8 trillion in assets. If European banks can't find lenders to allow them to routinely issue short-term debt, financial markets could start to freeze up, causing turmoil in U.S. money market funds. EU and U.S. Are Economic Partners The European Union is the United States' biggest economic partner — they traded more than $500 billion in goods and services last year. If Greece and other EU countries were to default, it could trigger a political crisis. Top government leaders could be thrown out of office, depressing consumer confidence in Europe. A deeper recession in those countries would hurt sales of U.S. goods and services to Europeans. And that would depress U.S. jobs and consumer confidence as well.

8. The bank would have little impact by 2017 – delayed investment and bureaucracy

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Obama’s Peculiar Obsession with Infrastructure Banks Will Not Aid Economic Revival , August 30, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/08/using-infrastructure-banks-to-spur-economic-recovery)

Although Obama has yet to offer any legislation to implement his “bank,” infrastructure bank bills introduced by Senator John Kerry (D–MA) and Representative Rosa DeLauro (D–CT) illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank, suggesting more than a year or two will pass before the first dollar of a grant or loan is dispersed to finance a project.[8] Both the DeLauro and Kerry bills are—appropriately—concerned with their banks’ bureaucracy, fussing over such things as detailed job descriptions for the new executive team, how board members will be appointed, duties of the board, duties of staff, space to be rented, creating an orderly project solicitation process, an internal process to evaluate, negotiate, and award grants and loans, and so on. Indicative of just how bureaucracy-intensive these “banks” would be, the Obama plan proposes that $270 million be allocated to conduct studies, administer his new bank, and pay the 100 new employees hired to run it.

By way of contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local, and federal levels. Yet despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July 2011—two and a half years after the enactment of ARRA—38 percent of the transportation funds authorized have yet to be spent and are still sitting in the U.S. Treasury, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact.

Infrastructure “Banks” No Source of Economic Growth

The President’s ongoing obsession with an infrastructure bank as a source of salvation from the economic crisis at hand is—to be polite about it—a dangerous distraction and a waste of his time. It is also a proposal that has consistently been rejected by bipartisan majorities in the House and Senate transportation and appropriations committees, and for good reason. Based on the ARRA’s dismal and remarkably untimely performance, Obama’s infrastructure bank would likely yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity—a prospect woefully at odds with the economic challenges confronting the nation

9. Economic collapse doesn’t cause war 

Ferguson 6 

(Niall Ferguson is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University,  September/October 2006, “ The Next War of the World”,http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61916/niall-ferguson/the-next-war-of-the-world) 

  Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.

2NC Econ Advantage

Ext. no Double Dip

No risk of double dip – their evidence is the minorty– growth has continued for 11 consecutive quarters –– if it does slow down it will have nothing to do with US policy but outside factors like the EU debt crisis

That’s Ledbetter 12 

No double dip – the fed will ensure employment rises

Robb 12 (Greg Robb, Writer for  MarketWatch, Bernanke doesn’t expect double-dip recession The Fed Holds door open for more easing July 18, 2012|http://articles.marketwatch.com/2012-07-18/economy/32723690_1_board-chairman-ben-bernanke-double-dip-recession-libor-interest-rate)

WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) — The economy isn’t likely to slide back into recession, Federal Reserve Board Chairman Ben Bernanke said Wednesday in his second day of questioning by lawmakers. “At this point we don’t see a double-dip recession — we see continued moderate growth,” Bernanke said in testimony to the House Financial Services panel. On Tuesday, Bernanke presented a pessimistic outlook on the economy to the Senate Banking Committee. Read story on Tuesday’s testimony. He did not stray far from his first day’s testimony, where he said the Fed is still not sure yet whether the labor market is “stuck in the mud” and in need of more assistance. If the Fed believes the labor market needs help, it will not hesitate to act, he said. “I don’t want to imply that we’ve done everything we can. We may do more in the future,” Bernanke said. “It may be possible that we will take additional action if we conclude we are not making progress towards higher levels of employment,” Bernanke said. Stocks were higher in trading on Wednesday with the Dow Industrial Average (US:DJIA) rising more than 100 points to 12,914. Analysts said there was a general sentiment that the Fed was ready, though in no rush, to inject more stimulus into the economy. Read Market Snashot. Libor case Lawmakers continued to press Bernanke on the Fed’s role in the manipulation of the Libor interest rate.

Ext. TI Stimulus bad

Infrastructure spending cannot stimulate effectively – 

Empirics prove the government cherry picks contractors who are currently employed resulting in no new jobs. It is also delayed and long term meaning that it cannot provide a SHORT AND TARGETED input of stimulus that is required.

That’s Rugy 11

Infrastructure cannot stimulate – too slow and not temporary

Rugy 11 (Veronique de Rugy is a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University. Her primary research interests include the federal budget, homeland security, taxation, tax competition, and financial privacy issues. Infrastructure Spending a Bad Bet for Job Creation

http://mercatus.org/features/infrastructure-spending-bad-bet-job-creation)

Veronique de Rugy testified before the Joint Economic Committee today about whether infrastructure spending is a good investment for job creation. Although infrastructure may be a good long-term investment, said de Rugy, it is a particularly bad vehicle for stimulus and will not boost short-term job growth. “According to economic research, fiscal stimulus can be counterproductive if it is not timely, targeted, and temporary,” said de Rugy. “By nature, infrastructure spending is not timely and very hard to target. Even when money is available, it can be months or even years before it’s spent.” Government-funded infrastructure projects often are not good investments either, said de Rugy, and tend to suffer from massive cost overruns, waste, fraud, and abuse. “Research shows that the political process encourages a systematic tendency to overestimate the benefit and underestimate the cost of infrastructure projects,” she said. “In other words, it’s not the best projects that get implemented but the ones that look the best on paper.”

Ext. Impact Defense

Extend Fergusen – there is no relationship to Economic downturn and war – WW2 does not prove, Germany went to war after growth.

Here is 3 more reasons

1--Studies prove

Miller 2k (Morris, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, Former Executive Director and Senior Economist – World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?”, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273)

 -  Miller cites 93 episodes of crisis showing there was no relationship to economic decline and war 

 -  Prefer our evidence it is conclusive and based of empirical studies, theirs is speculative.

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that

exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

2--No resources

Duedney 91 (Daniel, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society – Princeton University, “Environment and Security: Muddled Thinking?”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, April)

-
Countries who are in a recession are deterred from war, they do not want to spend resources in an arms race when their people are starving

Poverty wars.  In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil, then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups, class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are war-prone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict.  Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930s increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.

Economic decline doesn’t cause war

Apps ’10 

( Peter Apps, Political Risk Correspondent for Reuters,  Jun 8, 2010, “ Crisis fuels unrest, crime, but war risk eases”, http://in.reuters.com/article/2010/06/08/idINIndia-49123220100608) 

The global financial crisis has made the world less peaceful by fuelling crime and civil unrest, a worldwide study showed on Tuesday, but the risk of outright armed conflict appears to be falling. The 2010 Global Peace Index -- which examines several dozen indicators from the crime rate to defence spending, conflicts with neighbouring states and respect for human rights -- showed an overall reduction in the level of peacefulness. The key drivers were a five percent rise in homicide, more violent demonstrations and a perceived greater fear of crime. "We have seen what looks like a direct impact from the crisis," Steve Killelea, the Australian entrepreneur behind the index, told Reuters. "At least some unrest is probably unavoidable but the important thing is to target measures to keep it to a minimum." That could mean ensuring any economic pain was equitably shared across society, he said, to maintain social cohesion. Perhaps as a result of the more cash-strapped times, defence spending as a percentage of gross domestic product was down to its lowest in four years with countries also showing generally better relations with their neighbours. "In most areas of the world, war risk seems to be declining," he said. "That is very important." The index is compiled by the Institute for Economics and Peace based on data From the Economist Intelligence Unit. They estimate violence costs the global economy $7 trillion a year. A 25 percent reduction in violence would save about $1.7 trillion a year, enough to pay off Greece's debt, fund the United Nations millennium development goals and pay for the European Union to reach its 2020 climate and carbon targets. "There are such clear economic benefits to peace and it is something investors are now looking at much more closely," he said, adding that some were using the index alongside the World Bank governance indicators and other key rating systems to inform investment decisions. NEW ZEALAND "MOST PEACEABLE" The struggling euro zone economies of Portugal, Ireland, Italy, Greece and Spain showed a particular rise in unrest risks, while Africa and the Middle East were the only two regions to have become safer since the survey began in 2007. Africa had seen a drastic fall in the number of armed conflicts and an improvement in relations between neighbours, he said, overshadowing the impact of greater crime. Better ratings for the Middle East and North Africa came primarily from improving relations between nations.

No war from economic collapse

Barnett ’09 

(Thomas P.M. Barnett,  Thomas P.M. Barnett is an American military geostrategist and Chief Analyst at Wikistrat,  24 Aug 2009, “ The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis”, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/4213/the-new-rules-security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis) SRK

 When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: *No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); *The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); *Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); *No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); *A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and *No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order. Do I expect to read any analyses along those lines in the blogosphere any time soon? Absolutely not. I expect the fantastic fear-mongering to proceed apace. That's what the Internet is for.

Ext. Stimulus hurts Econ

Extend Taylor and Vedder ’10 – kaynsian economist got it wrong – surplus not deficit drives the economy, spending leads to rampant inflation destroying the investments of the American people.

Turn – the plan causes recessions, financial crises, many wars, unemployment, depression, energy criscs and poor education

Shannon 6/07 

(John Shannon, Novelist – this is his fourth book on the economy – former Investment Advisor, 6/7/2012, “ Keynesian Economics, The Cancer in America”) 

 In the United States of America before 1910, there was no Keynesian Economics. The federal government, along with state and local government, did not interfere with free markets. The classical school of economics prevailed. The classical school of economic thought spread from Adam Smith and his book “The World of Nations” written in 1776. A lot of wonderful things were written 1776. The federal government punished crime, protected the country, and made laws to set the rules of the game, but did not interfere with the markets and the economy. The governing should uphold the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and the freedom and liberty of the people, but not interfere with the markets. The classical school of economics produced the greatest economic boom in recorded history, the Industrial Revolution, and the increase of the middle class from dirt-poor farmers. The first few years of the Twentieth Century showed a nation with an unlimited economic potential. This 150 years of growing wealth and prosperity brought with it the seeds of its own destruction: Keynesian Economics, Keynesian economists and Keynesian politicians - before Lord Keynes was even born. Because Keynesianism is just a masquerade for big government, and big government is just a masquerade for theft and corruption in the name of helping others (as you help yourself), Keynesian Economics was seen by liberal politicians like President Woodrow Wilson and Teddy Roosevelt as a new tickct to unlimited power, status, control, notoriety, and wealth ... at the expense of, and in the name of helping, the American people. As these two presidents expanded the power oi the lederal government with the income tax, the Federal Reserve and other federal agencies, classical economics was being dismantled. Slowly the federal government and the Federal Reserve, within a few short years, created instability in the banking system, a depression, two world wars, and a growing threat to the nation created in 1776. 'Fhc Keynesians found of patsy and a hero. The hero was John Maynard Keynes, whom the Keynesians named their new economic philosophy after; the patsy was the classical school of economics Adam Smith. The Keynesians blamed the free markets and capitalism for all the problems that the Keynesians themselves created. The American people, who are not being taught economics in school and are influenced by the propaganda of the Keynesians themselves, really did not know that the Keynesians who pulled the shirts over their heads were the ones beating the hell out of them. Keynesians Economics got a massive shot of steroids during the President Franklin Roosevelt administration. The next shot of steroids came during the President Johnson administration of the 1960s. With that shot of steroids, the federal government became a superhero just like the “Green Goblin”. President Jimmy Carter and all presidents after and excluding president Ronald Reagan continued with the steroid injections. Current president for life Barack Obama has given so many shots of steroids to himself and to the federal government that he has created a new superhero “Two-Face". Today Keynesian Economics has created a government, lederal, state and local, that is 50% of the economy. That is unbelievable!!!! That is unbelievable!!!! That is unbelievable!!!! And a super villain “Two-Face”, which is President Obama and the federal government has, with the lapdog Keynesian news media, convinced the American public it has a revenue problem. That is unbelievable!!!! Keynesian Economics has given America a massive federal debt, dysfunctional family units, high crime rate, recessions, financial crises, the Federal Reserve, the IRS tax code, open borders, many wars (only government can create wars), inflation, unemployment, welfare (to the lazy not the needy), cronie capitalism, prohibition, depression, debasement of the currency, energy criscs, useless public school system, NAFTA, US manufacturing outsourcing to foreign countries, ObamaCare, Solyndra, 1970s bussing, Alan Greenspan, the Chevy Volt, Korea Gate, moral decay, the Cold War, a large corrupt government, and a very unstable globe ... militarily, politically, economically, and financially. 1 guess John Maynard Keynes, John Kenneth Galbraith, and Professor Paul Samuelson saw the world before they had their effects on it - when they expressed such optimism. I can prove that Keynesian Economics, which is the key word for Big Government is the cause of all these problems. Now I will list some ol the things the government can and should do right without interfering with the free market and classical economics. The government can have the strongest military in the world, a fair and just judicial system, a small yet efficient government that ensures products are safe, food is inspected, and air and water is clean. Massive accomplishments can be done with a small, effective and efficient government that ensures rules of the game are adhered to and steps back and allows the free markets to accomplish the goals of humanity in a far better way than the best laid plans of mice, men and liberals. Keynesian Economics is destroying America because it definitely makes government bigger and bigger. A bigger and bigger government chokes off and collapses the private sector ... just as government will collapse itself. Power corrupts, and absolute power corrupts absolutely. The bigger and bigger government gets, the more the people lose their freedom and their liberty. The bigger and bigger agencies within the government get, the more corrupt, inefficient and useless it becomes. For example: Years ago, when small, the SEC was a watchdog of the securities industry. In 2007 to 2008 they totally missed the largest financial crisis in history while watching porn on their computers. Many other government agencies formed to protcct the consumer are now so massive in size they protect the special interests of the companies they are supposed to watch. 'Ihc most important way Keynesian Economics is destroying America is through its crippling effect on a free-market economy, its crippling effect on freedom, and its crippling effect on capitalism. “In the long run we will all be Communists” — a misquote from John Maynard Keynes. I can prove that Keynesian Economics creates big government and big  government creates big problems! 7h is is a fact! This is a truth! And this is a problem! Does anyone not see the direct correlation between big government and big problems in America? The economy, the socicty, the values, the morals ... all dccline as government grows and gets involved. Since the 1960s government has been massively growing to a point of 50% of GDP for federal, state and local spending. America has been failing since the 1960s because government has grown to 50% of the economy. And government has grown to 50% of the economy because of Keynesian Economics. Keynesian Economics is the tool that government uses to expand itself. 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act proves stimulus doesn’t work – it killed 1,226,000 productive private sector jobs while only creating 443 thousand government jobs

Conley and Dupor ’11 

( Timothy Conley and Bill Dupor, Timothy Conley is an associate professor at the Department of Economics, University of Western Ontario, Canada, Bill Dupor is an associate professor of economics at Ohio State Unvierstiy,  May 17, 2011, “The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act: Public Sector Jobs Saved, Private Sector Jobs Forestalled”, http://web.econ.ohio-state.edu/dupor/arra10_may11.pdf) 

**HELP services  =  health, (private) education, professional and business services 

 Table 4 reports the jobs effect of ARRA aid for the four employment categories, both with and without the fungibility restriction imposed. Each estimate uses the outlaid amount, includes the same forty-six states, twelve control variables and all five instruments. The table reports estimates of the thousands of jobs that existed in September of 2010 that would have not existed (i.e. jobs saved or created) had the Act not been implemented. A negative enumber implies that the ARRA destroyed or prevented employment growth in that sector over the period. The bracketed pair of numbers beneath each estimate correspond to its 90% confidence interval. First, our point estimate states that government employment (non-Federal) was 443 thousand persons greater than it would have been in absence of the Act, as seen in Table 4. This is the only sector where we see a strong positive employment effect of ARRA aid. The estimate is consistent with the raw data represented visually in Figure 4. This figure shows that states with weak budget positions, after including ARRA aid, saw falling government employment. Intuitively, state and local governments with declining tax revenue (that was not replaced with ARRA aid) either cut or else did not increase government hiring. In our counterfactual world without the Act, all states would have been forced to take the same action of firing and not filling job openings—resulting in significant government jobs lost. On the other hand, employment in HELP services is 772 thousand persons lower because of the Act. This is consistent with the raw data represented visually in Figure 5. States with weak budget positions, after including ARRA aid, tended to have greater employment growth in the HELP service sector. The employment effects for the other two sectors are smaller. Non-HELP services employment was 92,000 persons greater because of the Act; however, the lower bound of the confidence interval is -347 thousand. Next, goods-producing employment was reduced by 362 thousand workers. The upper bound of its confidence interval was positive 218 thousand. A second way to report the jobs effect is directly as the elasticity of employment growth with respect to ARRA aid (specifically, OFFSET). This coefficient, for each of the sectors, appears in Table 5 in two cases: fungibility is imposed, a from equation (3.1) and fungibility is not imposed, b from equation (3.2). This elasticity equals 0.139 for the government employment sector when fungibility is imposed. In words, this means that a one-percent increase in ARRA outlays relative to the state’s pre-recession revenue results in employment that is 13.9% greater in September 2010. The corresponding elasticity for the HELP service sector is negative -0.096. Table 5 also tells us that the data does not reject the fungibility restriction. Under the heading “fungibility restriction not imposed,” we see the elasticity estimates when b is not required to equal d. Examining the government column, the elasticity for the ARRA outlay-based offset equals 0.149 and the elasticity for −LOSS equals 0.206. Taking into account the standard errors of the estimates, these two values are very close. Formally, the Chi-squared statistic for the test is sufficiently low that we fail to reject fungibility at all conventional significance levels. This failure to reject fungibility also holds for the other sectors. Moreover, our finding of jobs forestalled for the three private sectors is maintained even when the fungibility restriction is not imposed (although the precision of the estimates fall). What can explain our two findings that (a) the ARRA has created/saved government jobs, [Tables omitted] (b) the ARRA has may have forestalled at least some private sector jobs (in particular those in the HELP service sector)? Finding (a) has a straightforward explanation. First, a significant part of the ARRA is aimed directly at saving government jobs and services, e.g. the $53.6 billion State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. Second, states have found ways to use ARRA dollars (not directly intended for government salaries) to free up state funds for other uses. Several examples based on U.S. Dept. of Transportation programs are presented in Section 2. Freed-up state monies can in turn be used for government hiring and retention. Finding (b) might be partially explained by a ‘crowding out’ effect. In the absence of the ARRA, many government employees would have found jobs in the private sector. Governement workers tend to be well educated. In 2006, the most recent available data, 49% of state and 47% percent of local government workers had at least a bachelor’s degree,35 for private sector workers this proportion is only 25%. The labor market for well-educated individuals was relatively strong during and after the recession. In September of 2010, the unemployment rate among persons with at least a bachelor’s degree was only 4.5%; on the other hand, versus 10% for high school graduates with no college. The spread in unemployment rates across different educational attainment categories was fairly constant during and after the recession. The HELP services sector employs much more educated workers than our other two private sectors36, is thus relatively strong as seen in Figure 2, and could plausibly have absorbed large numbers of these counter-factually unemployed workers. 

Ext. Congestion Inevitable 

Congestion inevitable- population growth and accumulating wealth

Downs 04

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

Peak-hour trafﬁc congestion in almost all large and growing metropolitan regions  around the world is here to stay. Indeed, it is almost certain to get worse during at least  the next few decades, mainly because of rising populations and wealth. This will be true  no matter what public and private policies are adopted to combat congestion.   This outcome should not be regarded as a mark of social failure or wrong policies.  In fact, trafﬁc congestion reﬂects economic prosperity. People congregate in large numbers in those places where they most want to be.   The conclusion that traffic congestion is inevitable does not mean it must grow  unchecked. Several policies described here—especially if used in concert—could effectively slow congestion’s growth. But, aside from disastrous wars or other catastrophes,  nothing can eliminate traffic congestion from large metropolitan regions here and  around the world. Only serious recessions—which are hardly desirable—can even forestall its increasing.   So my advice to trafﬁc-plagued commuters is: relax and get used it. Get a comfortable air-conditioned vehicle with a stereo system, a tape deck and CD player, a hands-free  telephone, perhaps even a microwave oven, and commute daily with someone you really  like. Learn to make congestion part of your everyday leisure time, because it is going to  be your commuting companion for the foreseeable future.

Increasing road capacity is impractical and expensive

Downs 04  

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

The second approach to reducing congestion is to  build enough additional road capacity to simultaneously accommodate all drivers who  want to travel at peak hours. But this “cure” is totally impractical and prohibitively expensive. We would have to turn much of every metropolitan region into a giant concrete slab,  and the resulting huge roads would be grossly underutilized in noncommuting hours.  Although there are many occasions when adding more road capacity is a good idea, no  large region can afford to build enough to completely eliminate peak-hour congestion.

Mass transit wouldn’t affect congestion- unpopular and costly

Downs 04

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

The third approach is to expand public   transit capacity enough to shift so many people from cars to transit that there would be  no more excess demand for roads during peak hours. A major reason this approach isn’t  feasible is that a very small percentage of commuters today use transit. Even if the  nation’s existing transit capacity were increased fourfold and fully utilized, morning  peak-hour transit travel would rise only to 11 percent of all morning trips. That would  reduce private vehicle trips by only 8.8 percent—hardly enough to end congestion.   Moreover, such a quadrupling of transit capacity would be extremely costly.

Mass transit can’t reduce congestion - personal vehicles overwhelm,  alternative-route users shift to major roads, transit unused in low-density areas

Downs 4 (Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Still Stuck In Traffic, 2004, Brookings Institution Press)

Some people believe another alternative to rationing road space that becomes overcrowded during peak hours is providing enough public transit capacity to handle much of the total peak-hour traffic flow. In theory, that could greatly diminish the number of private vehicles trying to move on the roads at the same time, thereby reducing peak-hour congestion. But in the United States, the share of all peak-hour trips made on transit is tiny compared with the share made by privately owned vehicles (POVs) on roads (figure 2-1). Somewhat over one-third of all 1995 weekday trips were POV trips made during peak hours, whereas about 1.5 percent of all daily trips were transit trips made during peak hours.4 Thus, during peak hours, POV trips composed about 96 percent of POV and transit trips combined (which totaled 38.5 percent of all trips). This means twenty-five times as many peak-hour trips arc made in POVs as on transit. Hence, even if expanded transit capacity succeeded in tripling the number of trips made on transit during peak hours in 1995, and thereby replaced a similar number of POV trips, that would have reduced all peak-hour POV trips by only 8.0 percent (1.48 times two as a percentage of 37.1). That would not eliminate peak-hour traffic congestion on most major roadways involved, especially because many of the road users shifting to transit would be replaced by others converging onto those roadways from other times and other routes. The main reason so few peak-hour commuters use public transit is that large parts of the nation have little or no transit service. The forms of public transit dominant in the United States cannot efficiently serve low-density settlements; yet most Americans live in such settlements. Consequently, the nation's transit services are concentrated in a few regions that contain relatively high-density settlements. In 2000, seven metropolitan regions contained 55.7 percent of all public transit com-muters but only 12.5 percent of the nation's total population. Those regions were New York, Chicago, Washington, Boston, Philadelphia, Nassau-Suffolk, and San Francisco.

Efforts to increase road capacity insolvent because networks automatically re-adjust

Downs 4

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

The least understood aspect of peak-hour trafﬁc congestion is the Principle of Triple Convergence. It works because trafﬁc ﬂows in any region’s overall transportation networks almost automatically form self-adjusting relationships among different routes,  times, and modes. Triple Convergence is the complex process of adaptation through which the various sectors of the metropolitan system adapt to changes in other sectors—  speciﬁcally to changes in locations, times, and modes of travel.  The Principle of Triple Convergence is best explained by a hypothetical example.  Visualize a major commuting freeway so heavily congested each morning that trafﬁc  crawls for at least thirty minutes. If that freeway were magically doubled in capacity  overnight, the next day trafﬁc would ﬂow rapidly because the same number of drivers  would have twice as much road space.   But very soon word would get around that this road was uncongested. Drivers who  had formerly traveled before or after the peak hour to avoid congestion would shift back  into that peak period. Drivers who had been using alternative routes would shift onto this  now convenient freeway. Some commuters who had been using transit would start driving on this road during peak periods.   Within a short time, this triple convergence upon the expanded road during peak  hours would make the road as congested as before its expansion. Experience shows that  peak-hour congestion cannot be eliminated for long on a congested road by expanding  that road’s capacity if it’s part of a larger transportation network.  The Principle of Triple Convergence does not mean that expanding a congested  road’s capacity has no beneﬁts. After expansion, the road can carry more vehicles per  hour than before, no matter how congested it is, so more people can travel on it at one  time. Also, the periods of maximum congestion may be shorter, and congestion on other  routes may be less.   This principle greatly affects how other congestion remedies to trafﬁc congestion  will work in practice. One example is staggered work hours. In theory, if a certain number of workers are able to commute during less crowded parts of the day, it will free up  space on congested roads. But once trafﬁc moves faster, other drivers from other routes,  other times, and other modes will shift onto the improved roads during peak hours.   The same thing will happen if more workers become telecommuters and work at  home, or if public transit capacity is expanded on routes paralleling a congested freeway.  This is why building light rail systems or subways rarely reduces peak-hour trafﬁc congestion. Such congestion did not decline for long in Portland, where the light rail system  doubled in size in the 1990s, or in Dallas, where a new such system opened. 

Population growth, increased vehicle usage, and sprawl cause congestion

Downs 04

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

Why has congestion increased almost everywhere?   The most obvious reason is population growth. More people mean more vehicles.  But total vehicle mileage has grown much faster than population, in part because a   combination of declining real gas prices (corrected for inﬂation) and more miles per   gallon caused the real cost of each mile driven to fall 54 percent from 1980 to 2000!   That helped raise the percentage of US households owning cars from 86 percent in 1983  to 92 percent in 1995.  Furthermore, American road building lagged far behind increases in vehicle travel.  Urban lane-miles rose by 37 percent vs. an 80 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled.   Another crucial factor contributing to more trafﬁc congestion is the desire of most  Americans to live in low-density settlements. Past studies have shown that public transit  works best where (1) gross residential densities are above 4,200 persons per square mile,  (2) relatively dense housing is clustered close to transit stations or stops, and (3) many  jobs are concentrated in relatively compact districts. But in 2000, at least two thirds of   all residents of US urbanized areas resided in settlements with densities of under 4,000  persons per square mile. Those densities are too low for public transit to be effective.  Hence their residents are compelled to rely on private vehicles for almost all of their  travel, including trips during peak hours.

Road building exacerbates congestion

TTI 98

(Texas Transportation Institute, part of the Texas A&M system that conducts studies to solve transportation problems, “An Analysis of Relationship Between Highway Expansion and Congestion in Metropolitan Areas”, November 1998, http://www.daclarke.org/AltTrans/analysis.html)

What does this mean for the average person in these metro areas? Clearly, congestion levels are continuing to rise. But these results also show that metro areas that invested heavily in road construction did not end up any better off than those that didn’t.  There is substantial evidence that demonstrates that building new roads often increases congestion. A well-established body of research shows that new lanes tend to get filled up with new traffic within a few years, particularly if surrounding routes are also congested. This phenomenon—often called "induced traffic"—occurs when road capacity is expanded near congested routes and drivers flock to the new facility hoping to save time, even if they have to travel a great deal farther to achieve it. Also, the new roadways tend to draw people who would otherwise avoid congested conditions or take alternative modes to their destinations. The result is an overall increase in the total amount of driving and the total number of automobile trips in the region—not just the redistribution of traffic from surrounding areas.  This theory has been strongly supported by empirical evidence. Since the 1940s, dozens of traffic studies have found that traffic inducement does indeed occur. New studies continue to support this hypothesis. The most notable of these covers 30 urban counties in California from 1973 to 1990. The authors, UC Berkeley researchers Mark Hansen and Yuanlin Huang, found that at the metropolitan level, every 1% increase in new lane-miles generated a 0.9% increase in traffic in less than five years, which led them to conclude that "With so much induced demand, adding road capacity does little to reduce congestion."  In spite of these findings, many transportation agencies still insist that highway construction and road widenings are a viable means of relieving congestion. One such road, a segment of I-287 in northern New Jersey, filled up with traffic (especially trucks) just two years after construction, prompting Princeton University Professor David Bernstein to complain that "It’s as if we hadn’t learned anything in the last 50 years."

Studies say building roads, at best, ineffective at easing congestion

TTI 98

(Texas Transportation Institute, part of the Texas A&M system that conducts studies to solve transportation problems, “An Analysis of Relationship Between Highway Expansion and Congestion in Metropolitan Areas”, November 1998, http://www.daclarke.org/AltTrans/analysis.html)

Our analysis of the 15 years of data contained in TTI’s study on congestion in 70 metro areas adds to the growing body of evidence that tells us that highway construction is an ineffective means of managing congestion. In fact, numerous studies indicate that highway construction often generates more traffic, raising congestion levels. Given the enormous costs of roadway construction, our transportation officials need to investigate a broader menu of congestion relief measures that include other transportation modes, new technology, pricing, land use, and other strategies. The federal government has provided ample funding for such efforts through both its targeted CMAQ program and its other flexible funding programs.

Ext. No solvency

Extend

Utt 11  - The bank creates red tape and regulations that delays project implementation – empirically stimulus programs like the bank take YEARS AND YEARS to fully invest in the private sector due to the time setting up the bank.

ARRA proves infrastructure bank will hurt the economy

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Obama’s Peculiar Obsession with Infrastructure Banks Will Not Aid Economic Revival , August 30, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/08/using-infrastructure-banks-to-spur-economic-recovery)

The President’s proposal for an infrastructure bank is one idea that he and other progressives have been flogging for the past few years.[1] Although several infrastructure bank proposals have been introduced in Congress,[2] all involve the creation of a new federal bureaucracy that would provide federally funded loans and grants to approved infrastructure proposals submitted to the bank by eligible entities. Funds to provide these loans would either be borrowed by the bank or provided by appropriations, depending on the proposal. But an infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery—and nothing to create new jobs. Misplaced Humor In reviewing these infrastructure plans it is apparent that, as a proposal to jump-start the economy, these banks possess all the liabilities of (but are even more ineffective than) the failed American Revitalization and Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA), which committed $800 billion to stimulus spending, including $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure. As the President has recently acknowledged, and The Heritage Foundation predicted,[3] the funded projects have been very slow to get underway and have had a limited impact on economic activity. In a recent meeting with his Jobs Council, Obama noted that “Shovel-ready was not as…uh…shovel-ready as we expected.” The media reported that the “Council [Council on Jobs and Competitiveness ], led by GE’s Jeffrey Immelt, erupted in laughter.”[4] That the President and his business community advisers found this waste of $800 billion and the subsequent loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs a source of humor is emblematic of the Administration’s failed approach to the economy.

TURN!! Infrastructure bank’s restraints crowd out and reduce investment 

Crews 11 (Clyde Wayne Crews,  Wayne Crews is vice president for policy and director of technology studies at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, September 07, 2011 Originally published in Forbes, Obama's Jobs Agenda: An Infrastructure Bank that Robs You, http://cei.org/op-eds-articles/obamas-jobs-agenda-infrastructure-bank-robs-you
The idea that our economy depends on a proposed $10 billion  federal start-up infusion is astounding. Nor will the result likely be an actual bank, in the sense of sustainably lending money that gets profitably paid back, as the Reason Foundation’s Bob Poole noted. I don’t think we can overstate the importance of not buying into the federal bank notion; it goes to the very core of what capitalism even is. The capital markets already are our “infrastructure bank.” Our GDP, in spite of it all, is $14 trillion; Of the top 100 global firms ranked by market capitalization, the smallest at the moment is $60 billion (Kraft Foods). Government money is a trap, with labor and environmental strings attached. It promises to crowd out, reduce and degrade American infrastructure. America does desperately need “infrastructure wealth”; we need it just as we need financial wealth, real estate wealth, manufacturing and service wealth, and health-care wealth. But like all wealth creation, the root is enterprise and property rights. Corporations already conduct projects of astounding national and regional significance. As society becomes wealthier, infrastructure creation becomes easier, not harder. The America of 100 years ago that built overlapping tangled infrastructure with a paltry developing-world GDP can build today’s, if allowed to. Energy infrastructure, communications infrastructure, electricity infrastructure–all would benefit far more from a sustained deregulation and liberalization campaign than spending. Instead, government artificially restrains private infrastructure with mandates like net neutrality and cybersecurity proposals, bans in the name of environmental protection, and antitrust blockage. A jobs agenda requires removing these accumulated barriers and banning new ones. The path to infrastructure wealth–-and jobs and customer benefits besides—is to remove the impediments to private infrastructure and go home and watch a movie or something.
Empirics prove  the bank can’t solve in time

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. The Limited Benefits of a National Infrastructure Bank, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/10/the-limited-beneftis-of-a-national-infrastructure-bank

For some advocates—especially the President—these banks are seen as mechanisms to propel the economy forward out of the lingering recession into an era of greater prosperity and more jobs. Sadly, all evidence indicates that this just isn’t so. As far back as 1983, the General Accounting Office (now the Government Accountability Office) reviewed an earlier infrastructure-based stimulus program and observed that although the program was enacted during the worst of the recession, “implementation of the act was not effective and timely in relieving the high unemployment caused by the recession.” Specifically, the GAO found that: Funds were spent slowly and relatively few jobs were created when most needed in the economy. Also, from its review of projects and available data, the GAO found that (1) unemployed persons received a relatively small proportion of the jobs provided, and (2) project officials’ efforts to provide em­ployment opportunities to the unemployed ranged from no effort being made to work­ing closely with state employment agencies to locate unemployed persons.[5] Infrastructure-based stimulus programs have been a disappointment, in large part because of time delays in getting programs underway, projects identified and approved, and money spent. More recently, supporters of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) claimed that it would focus on shovel-ready projects, but USDOT recently reported to this committee that as of July 2011—two and a half years after the enactment of the ARRA—just 61 percent of the authorized transportation funds had been spent. Perhaps contributing to this is the fact that the Federal Railroad Administration required 12 months to set up a mechanism to receive, review, and approve rail infrastructure projects authorized by the ARRA. In both of these cases, the stimulus funds were being spent through existing federal, state, and local channels by departments, managers, and employees with many years of experience in the project approval business. In large part, these delays are not due to any particular institutional failing but simply to the time it takes to establish guidelines and rules for project submission, for outside parties to complete the request, and for USDOT to review the many requests submitted and pick the most promising, perhaps with modifications, and fulfill the contractual details of awarding the contract. Once the award is made to state and local entities, they in turn must draw up the RFP (and perhaps produce detailed engineering plans as appropriate), put the contract out for bid, allow sufficient time for contractors to prepare bids, review submitted bids, and finally accept the winning contract. It is at this point that money can be spent on the project, and the time that elapses from the beginning to the end of the beginning can easily exceed a year or more. In the case of an infrastructure bank, such delays will be much longer—perhaps even double that described above. In the case of the above example, the assumption is that the newly authorized stimulus money would flow through an institutional “infrastructure” of well-established channels staffed by experienced people. In the case of the proposed infrastructure banks, no such administrative structure exists, and one will have to be created from scratch once the enabling legislation is enacted.

Multiple failed government banks prove the aff is a no-go

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. The Limited Benefits of a National Infrastructure Bank, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/10/the-limited-beneftis-of-a-national-infrastructure-bank

The Checkered History of Federal Finance Facilities Beginning in the 1930s, the federal government created a number of bank-like entities and credit insurance facilities, and every one of them has been challenged by serious, if not catastrophic, financial failure that often involved costly taxpayer bailouts. They include the Federal Land Banks, Farm Credit Administration, Federal Housing Administration, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, Federal Home Loan Banks, and Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The latter two are perhaps the most catastrophic of all, with the taxpayer bailout cost totaling about $150 billion so far. In every case, these entities were believed to have been soundly organized and operated, and they provided loans and guarantees and insurance on products or entities that were also believed to be financially sound. Importantly, these loans and investments also provided a reliable stream of income to fund the federal entity, service its debt, and provide it with the necessary reserves and contingency funds. In short, they were all deemed to be commercially viable, as were their clients. Yet they all failed in one way or the other despite the top-notch talent thought to be running them. Could the Bank Avoid These Risks? In this regard, what is noteworthy about the typical infrastructure bank proposals is that all will begin with risks and deficiencies that significantly exceed those confronting the federal finance entities cited above. Fannie Mae, for example, was supposed to be investing only in conforming mortgages, thought by most to be a safe, conservative investment providing a steady stream of interest and principal repayment. 

Ext. Recovery now

No double-dip coming- Europe’s progress, leading indicators and lower gas prices buffer the economy

Koesterich 6/22/12

(Russ is a frequent contributor to financial news media and can regularly be seen on CNBC, Fox Business News and Bloomberg TV. He is the author of two books. Russ is also regularly quoted in print media including the Wall Street Journal, USA Today, MSNBC.com, and MarketWatch. Russ earned a BA in history from Brandeis University, a JD from Boston College and an MBA in capital markets from Columbia University, Don't Expect A Double Dip ... This Year,

http://seekingalpha.com/article/678771-don-t-expect-a-double-dip-this-year)

For the third summer in a row, the US economy is slowing and Europe is teetering on the brink of an abyss. While renewed fears of a US double dip are reasonable, I believe the United States will not see a recession in 2012 for the following four reasons: 1.) Europe is struggling, but it’s slowly stumbling toward a solution. It’s true that Europe is likely to continue to be a chronic source of stress for the global economy. That said, we have seen some tentative signs of progress in recent weeks. The results of the second Greek election mitigated the risk of a near-term Greek default or exit. And while Spain has yet to articulate a definitive plan to recapitalize its banking system, at least it has acknowledged there’s a problem. 2.) Apparent US weakness can partly be attributed to statistical quirks. The weakness of recent US economic data can be attributed to other factors besides an economic slowdown. Take May’s disappointing non-farm payroll report, for instance. The collapse of the construction industry likely is wreaking havoc with how the jobs data is adjusted for seasonal variations, meaning that winter was probably not as strong as the data indicated, nor spring as weak as the headline numbers suggested. 3.) Leading indicators remain stable. While most economic measures continue to be sluggish, leading economic indicators are still signaling positive growth. Our favorite metric, the Chicago Fed National Activity Index, is stuck at zero, close to its average level over the past few years. This is certainly not indicative of a robust economy, but it’s still consistent with US growth in the 2% range or even slightly better. Other leading indicators also confirm a continuation of the expansion. Lost in din of last month’s non-farm payroll report debacle was the May ISM manufacturing report. While weak, it was by no means a disaster. In particular, the new orders component, which tends to lead economic activity, rose to its best level since the spring of 2011. 4.) Gasoline prices are down. Finally, oil prices have come down. While the consumer still faces a number of headwinds, cheaper gasoline prices are providing some relief for stretched middle-income consumers.

Recovery is on track- unemployment decreasing and spending rising

Rushe 6/26/12

Dominic Rushe is the US business correspondent for the Guardian, OECD: US economy is improving but recovery is far from complete- Report suggests economy has 'gained momentum' but says long-term unemployment and income equality must be solved, The Guardian, Tuesday 26 June 2012 11.21 EDT

The US recovery remains on track but "fissures" have begun to appear in the world's largest economy as it struggles with record long-term unemployment and income inequality, according to a report by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. The international economist group is more bullish on the economy than Federal Reserve chairman Ben Bernanke, who recently downgraded his forecasts for the US economy. And the report may prove useful ammunition for the Obama administration as the economy emerges as the key battleground of the 2012 election. The OECD offered support to president Barack Obama's plans to cut tax breaks for America's wealthiest, a plan known as the 'Buffett rule' after its championing by billionaire investor Warren Buffett. Growth in the US will remain moderate this year but the OECD report concludes that America's economic recovery has "gained momentum". Consumer and business spending have risen and unemployment, though still high at 8.2%, has fallen nearly two percentage points from its peak in 2009.

Tax Collections show the economy isn’t slowing

Adler 7/18/12

http://www.businessinsider.com/federal-tax-revenues-economy-not-slowing-2012-7 Lee Adler is the editor and publisher of The Wall Street Examiner Jul. 18, 2012, 9:10 AM One Crucial Indicator Shows The US Economy Isn't Slowing At All

The mainstream consensus has lately been that the economy is slowing. Based on my tracking of federal revenues in real time, I suspect that that view is incorrect. Instead the recent data reflects only normal oscillations within the ongoing slow growth trend. Total federal tax collections, including withholding taxes, are available to us with just a one day lag in the US Treasury’s Daily Treasury Statements, which makes them an excellent analytical resource. Withholding is mostly for compensation, and thus it is a good measure of the economy’s strength. However, it is extremely volatile day to day so I rely more on a monthly moving average of the 10 day total collections, comparing that with the prior year. Smoothing sacrifices a bit of timeliness to get a clearer picture of the trend without losing too much of the edge that the daily data provides. Unfortunately, I have found even the 10 day total data too noisy for meaningful comparison so I’ve had to resort to additional smoothing. As a result the smoothed data is a little slow, so I also look at raw month to date data after mid month.

Ext. Alt. Cause

Extend the Alt cause - European debt crisis spills over to US, we are closely linked economies and the US currently holds almost 1 trillion in EU assests. Perfer it becase it is a direct shock more likely to derail the economy verses a gradual downturn.

Geewax 11 

European crisis will spill over to US

Lachman 12 (Desmond Lachman is a resident fellow at AEI, Europe as a major risk to the US economic outlook AEI State of the Union Policy Series Desmond Lachman | Financial Services Briefing January 27, 2012, http://www.aei.org/article/europe-as-a-major-risk-to-the-us-economic-outlook/)

In the year ahead, a more than likely intensification of the European debt crisis constitutes the major external risk to the US economic outlook. This is partly because US export prospects will be negatively impacted by a marked weakening in the Euro and by a serious economic recession in Europe, which still constitutes around one-third of the overall global economy. More troubling yet, it is because a potential European banking crisis would spill over to the US financial system, which has very close links to the European banking system. Over the past year, there has been a major deterioration in the European economic outlook: Greece’s economy is now literally in freefall, as indicated by a more than 14 percent decline in GDP from its 2008 peak and by a rise in unemployment to 18 ½ percent. As a result, the country is on the verge of becoming politically ungovernable. The country is also now on the cusp of a disorderly default, which could involve writing down the net present value of Greece’s privately-held sovereign debt by over 70 cents on the dollar. This is very likely to cause contagion to the rest of the periphery. The European crisis has now spread well beyond Greece, Ireland, and Portugal to core countries like Italy and Spain, Europe’s third and fourth largest economies, respectively. Meanwhile there is every indication that Portugal will soon be facing debt-servicing problems similar to those now being experienced by Greece. Europe is now at the start of a meaningful credit crunch. For its banking system is now engaged in a major deleveraging of its balance sheet in response to large loan losses. The European banks are doing so to meet the official requirement to raise their Tier 1 capital asset ratio to 9 percent by June 2012 to remedy an officially estimated EUR 115 billion capital shortfall. "Core Europe is now moving towards economic recession."

Squo proves - Businesses being hurt now

Kling 12 (CNNMoney: Europe's Woes Spill Over to US Companies Tuesday, 24 Apr 2012 08:15 AM By Michael Kling, http://www.moneynews.com/StreetTalk/Europe-Woes-US-Companies/2012/04/24/id/436887,)

More American companies are reporting lower sales and lowering expectations as Europe's problems reach the United States. Kellogg, shoe-seller Wolverine World Wide, and cleaning-equipment maker Tennant all cited the dour situation in Europe as they reported lower earnings and sales forecasts, CNNMoney reported. "The European debt crisis made it more difficult for Tennant customers to obtain credit," stated Tennant, which missed its forecasts. Kellogg CEO John Bryant said his company has "significant challenges" in Europe. Wolverine announced that its sales outlook is "tempered by macroeconomic and financial uncertainty in Europe." Stocks of all three companies fell Monday. Investors will probably be hearing about more companies missing forecasts and lowering expectations as they reveal their quarterly results. "It's almost impossible for Europe to not be a problem for earnings going forward," said Bill Stone, chief strategist with PNC Asset Management Group, according to CNNMoney. Although Eaton, a manufacturer of auto parts, reported that its earnings beat forecasts, Eaton CEO Sandy Cutler said that its sales in Europe fell. "The recession in Europe is going to be longer than anticipated," Cutler told CNNMoney. Many experts see Europe in a downward spiral and austerity measures increase unemployment and decrease government revenue in the short term. Read more: CNNMoney: Europe's Woes Spill Over to US Companies 

Congestion Inevitable 

Congestion is inevitable – traffic hour 

Downs 04 

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

Trafﬁc congestion is not essentially a problem. It’s the solution to our basic mobility problem, which is that too many people want to move at the same times each day.   Efficient operation of the economy and our school systems requires that people go to  work, go to school, and run errands during about the same hours so they can interact  with each other. We cannot alter that basic requirement without crippling our economy  and society. This problem marks every major metropolitan area in the world.  In the United States, the vast majority of people wanting to move during rush hours  use private vehicles, for two reasons. One is that most Americans reside in low-density  settlements that public transit cannot serve effectively. Second, for most people private  vehicles are more comfortable, faster, more private, more convenient in trip timing, and  more ﬂexible than public transit. Therefore, around the world, as household incomes  rise, more and more people shift from less expensive public modes to privately owned  cars and trucks

Increasing road capacity is impractical and expensive

Downs 04  

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

The second approach to reducing congestion is to  build enough additional road capacity to simultaneously accommodate all drivers who  want to travel at peak hours. But this “cure” is totally impractical and prohibitively expensive. We would have to turn much of every metropolitan region into a giant concrete slab,  and the resulting huge roads would be grossly underutilized in noncommuting hours.  Although there are many occasions when adding more road capacity is a good idea, no  large region can afford to build enough to completely eliminate peak-hour congestion.

Mass transit wouldn’t affect congestion- unpopular and costly

Downs 04

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

The third approach is to expand public   transit capacity enough to shift so many people from cars to transit that there would be  no more excess demand for roads during peak hours. A major reason this approach isn’t  feasible is that a very small percentage of commuters today use transit. Even if the  nation’s existing transit capacity were increased fourfold and fully utilized, morning  peak-hour transit travel would rise only to 11 percent of all morning trips. That would  reduce private vehicle trips by only 8.8 percent—hardly enough to end congestion.   Moreover, such a quadrupling of transit capacity would be extremely costly.

Mass transit can’t reduce congestion - personal vehicles overwhelm,  alternative-route users shift to major roads, transit unused in low-density areas

Downs 4 (Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Still Stuck In Traffic, 2004, Brookings Institution Press)

Some people believe another alternative to rationing road space that becomes overcrowded during peak hours is providing enough public transit capacity to handle much of the total peak-hour traffic flow. In theory, that could greatly diminish the number of private vehicles trying to move on the roads at the same time, thereby reducing peak-hour congestion. But in the United States, the share of all peak-hour trips made on transit is tiny compared with the share made by privately owned vehicles (POVs) on roads (figure 2-1). Somewhat over one-third of all 1995 weekday trips were POV trips made during peak hours, whereas about 1.5 percent of all daily trips were transit trips made during peak hours.4 Thus, during peak hours, POV trips composed about 96 percent of POV and transit trips combined (which totaled 38.5 percent of all trips). This means twenty-five times as many peak-hour trips arc made in POVs as on transit. Hence, even if expanded transit capacity succeeded in tripling the number of trips made on transit during peak hours in 1995, and thereby replaced a similar number of POV trips, that would have reduced all peak-hour POV trips by only 8.0 percent (1.48 times two as a percentage of 37.1). That would not eliminate peak-hour traffic congestion on most major roadways involved, especially because many of the road users shifting to transit would be replaced by others converging onto those roadways from other times and other routes. The main reason so few peak-hour commuters use public transit is that large parts of the nation have little or no transit service. The forms of public transit dominant in the United States cannot efficiently serve low-density settlements; yet most Americans live in such settlements. Consequently, the nation's transit services are concentrated in a few regions that contain relatively high-density settlements. In 2000, seven metropolitan regions contained 55.7 percent of all public transit com-muters but only 12.5 percent of the nation's total population. Those regions were New York, Chicago, Washington, Boston, Philadelphia, Nassau-Suffolk, and San Francisco.

Efforts to increase road capacity insolvent because networks automatically re-adjust

Downs 4

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

The least understood aspect of peak-hour trafﬁc congestion is the Principle of Triple Convergence. It works because trafﬁc ﬂows in any region’s overall transportation networks almost automatically form self-adjusting relationships among different routes,  times, and modes. Triple Convergence is the complex process of adaptation through which the various sectors of the metropolitan system adapt to changes in other sectors—  speciﬁcally to changes in locations, times, and modes of travel.  The Principle of Triple Convergence is best explained by a hypothetical example.  Visualize a major commuting freeway so heavily congested each morning that trafﬁc  crawls for at least thirty minutes. If that freeway were magically doubled in capacity  overnight, the next day trafﬁc would ﬂow rapidly because the same number of drivers  would have twice as much road space.   But very soon word would get around that this road was uncongested. Drivers who  had formerly traveled before or after the peak hour to avoid congestion would shift back  into that peak period. Drivers who had been using alternative routes would shift onto this  now convenient freeway. Some commuters who had been using transit would start driving on this road during peak periods.   Within a short time, this triple convergence upon the expanded road during peak  hours would make the road as congested as before its expansion. Experience shows that  peak-hour congestion cannot be eliminated for long on a congested road by expanding  that road’s capacity if it’s part of a larger transportation network.  The Principle of Triple Convergence does not mean that expanding a congested  road’s capacity has no beneﬁts. After expansion, the road can carry more vehicles per  hour than before, no matter how congested it is, so more people can travel on it at one  time. Also, the periods of maximum congestion may be shorter, and congestion on other  routes may be less.   This principle greatly affects how other congestion remedies to trafﬁc congestion  will work in practice. One example is staggered work hours. In theory, if a certain number of workers are able to commute during less crowded parts of the day, it will free up  space on congested roads. But once trafﬁc moves faster, other drivers from other routes,  other times, and other modes will shift onto the improved roads during peak hours.   The same thing will happen if more workers become telecommuters and work at  home, or if public transit capacity is expanded on routes paralleling a congested freeway.  This is why building light rail systems or subways rarely reduces peak-hour trafﬁc congestion. Such congestion did not decline for long in Portland, where the light rail system  doubled in size in the 1990s, or in Dallas, where a new such system opened. 

Population growth, increased vehicle usage, and sprawl cause congestion

Downs 04

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

Why has congestion increased almost everywhere?   The most obvious reason is population growth. More people mean more vehicles.  But total vehicle mileage has grown much faster than population, in part because a   combination of declining real gas prices (corrected for inﬂation) and more miles per   gallon caused the real cost of each mile driven to fall 54 percent from 1980 to 2000!   That helped raise the percentage of US households owning cars from 86 percent in 1983  to 92 percent in 1995.  Furthermore, American road building lagged far behind increases in vehicle travel.  Urban lane-miles rose by 37 percent vs. an 80 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled.   Another crucial factor contributing to more trafﬁc congestion is the desire of most  Americans to live in low-density settlements. Past studies have shown that public transit  works best where (1) gross residential densities are above 4,200 persons per square mile,  (2) relatively dense housing is clustered close to transit stations or stops, and (3) many  jobs are concentrated in relatively compact districts. But in 2000, at least two thirds of   all residents of US urbanized areas resided in settlements with densities of under 4,000  persons per square mile. Those densities are too low for public transit to be effective.  Hence their residents are compelled to rely on private vehicles for almost all of their  travel, including trips during peak hours.

Congestion inevitable- population growth and accumulating wealth

Downs 04

(Anthony Downs, Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Fall 2004, Keynote address to UCTC’s Annual Student Research Conference at the University of California, Davis, http://www.uctc.net/access/25/Access%2025%20-%2004%20-%20Traffic%20Congestion%20is%20Here%20to%20Stay.pdf)

Peak-hour trafﬁc congestion in almost all large and growing metropolitan regions  around the world is here to stay. Indeed, it is almost certain to get worse during at least  the next few decades, mainly because of rising populations and wealth. This will be true  no matter what public and private policies are adopted to combat congestion.   This outcome should not be regarded as a mark of social failure or wrong policies.  In fact, trafﬁc congestion reﬂects economic prosperity. People congregate in large numbers in those places where they most want to be.   The conclusion that traffic congestion is inevitable does not mean it must grow  unchecked. Several policies described here—especially if used in concert—could effectively slow congestion’s growth. But, aside from disastrous wars or other catastrophes,  nothing can eliminate traffic congestion from large metropolitan regions here and  around the world. Only serious recessions—which are hardly desirable—can even forestall its increasing.   So my advice to trafﬁc-plagued commuters is: relax and get used it. Get a comfortable air-conditioned vehicle with a stereo system, a tape deck and CD player, a hands-free  telephone, perhaps even a microwave oven, and commute daily with someone you really  like. Learn to make congestion part of your everyday leisure time, because it is going to  be your commuting companion for the foreseeable future.

Road building exacerbates congestion

TTI 98

(Texas Transportation Institute, part of the Texas A&M system that conducts studies to solve transportation problems, “An Analysis of Relationship Between Highway Expansion and Congestion in Metropolitan Areas”, November 1998, http://www.daclarke.org/AltTrans/analysis.html)

What does this mean for the average person in these metro areas? Clearly, congestion levels are continuing to rise. But these results also show that metro areas that invested heavily in road construction did not end up any better off than those that didn’t.  There is substantial evidence that demonstrates that building new roads often increases congestion. A well-established body of research shows that new lanes tend to get filled up with new traffic within a few years, particularly if surrounding routes are also congested. This phenomenon—often called "induced traffic"—occurs when road capacity is expanded near congested routes and drivers flock to the new facility hoping to save time, even if they have to travel a great deal farther to achieve it. Also, the new roadways tend to draw people who would otherwise avoid congested conditions or take alternative modes to their destinations. The result is an overall increase in the total amount of driving and the total number of automobile trips in the region—not just the redistribution of traffic from surrounding areas.  This theory has been strongly supported by empirical evidence. Since the 1940s, dozens of traffic studies have found that traffic inducement does indeed occur. New studies continue to support this hypothesis. The most notable of these covers 30 urban counties in California from 1973 to 1990. The authors, UC Berkeley researchers Mark Hansen and Yuanlin Huang, found that at the metropolitan level, every 1% increase in new lane-miles generated a 0.9% increase in traffic in less than five years, which led them to conclude that "With so much induced demand, adding road capacity does little to reduce congestion."  In spite of these findings, many transportation agencies still insist that highway construction and road widenings are a viable means of relieving congestion. One such road, a segment of I-287 in northern New Jersey, filled up with traffic (especially trucks) just two years after construction, prompting Princeton University Professor David Bernstein to complain that "It’s as if we hadn’t learned anything in the last 50 years."

Studies say building roads, at best, ineffective at easing congestion

TTI 98

(Texas Transportation Institute, part of the Texas A&M system that conducts studies to solve transportation problems, “An Analysis of Relationship Between Highway Expansion and Congestion in Metropolitan Areas”, November 1998, http://www.daclarke.org/AltTrans/analysis.html)

Our analysis of the 15 years of data contained in TTI’s study on congestion in 70 metro areas adds to the growing body of evidence that tells us that highway construction is an ineffective means of managing congestion. In fact, numerous studies indicate that highway construction often generates more traffic, raising congestion levels. Given the enormous costs of roadway construction, our transportation officials need to investigate a broader menu of congestion relief measures that include other transportation modes, new technology, pricing, land use, and other strategies. The federal government has provided ample funding for such efforts through both its targeted CMAQ program and its other flexible funding programs.

Econ Resilient 

Economy resilient – oil shocks and natural disasters prove

Zumbrun and Romy citing Plosser 12 (Citing Plosser, the president of the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. An academic macroeconomist, he is well known for his work on real business cycles, Fed’s Plosser Says U.S. Economy Proving Resilient To Shocks By Joshua Zumbrun and Romy Varghese - May 9, 2012, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-05-09/fed-s-plosser-says-u-s-economy-proving-resilient-to-shocks.html)

Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank President Charles Plosser said the U.S. economy has proven “remarkably resilient” to shocks that can damage growth, including surging oil prices and natural disasters. “The economy has now grown for 11 consecutive quarters,” Plosser said today according to remarks prepared for a speech at the Philadelphia Fed. “Growth is not robust. But growth in the past year has continued despite significant risks and external and internal headwinds.” Plosser, who did not discuss his economic outlook or the future for monetary policy, cited shocks to the economy last year, including the tsunami in Japan that disrupted global supply chains, Europe’s credit crisis that has damaged the continent’s banking system and political unrest in the Middle East and North Africa. “The U.S. economy has a history of being remarkably resilient,” said Plosser, who doesn’t have a vote on policy this year. “These shocks held GDP growth to less than 1 percent in the first half of 2011, and many analysts were concerned that the economy was heading toward a double dip. Yet, the economy proved resilient and growth picked up in the second half of the year.” Plosser spoke at a conference at the Philadelphia Fed titled, “Reinventing Older Communities: Building Resilient Cities.” Urban Resilience His regional bank’s research department is working on a project to measure the resilience of different cities, to learn more about the reasons that some urban areas suffer more than others in downturns, Plosser said. He mentioned one early finding of the study: Industrial diversity increases a city’s resilience. “I do want to caution you that resilient and vibrant communities are not just about government programs or directed industrial planning by community leaders,” Plosser said. “The economic strength of our country is deeply rooted in our market- based economy and the dynamism and resilience of its citizenry.”

Economy resilient 

Robb 12 (By Greg Robb, writer for fox business,  Geithner: U.S. Economy Improving, More Resilient Published May 15, 2012, http://www.foxbusiness.com/markets/2012/05/15/geithner-us-economy-improving-more-resilient/#ixzz1wst7kMtd)

 Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner on Tuesday said the U.S. economy is gradually getting stronger, with areas of strength broadening. "We are doing a lot of the really tough work you need to...dig our way out of the mess that caused the crisis and I think growth now looks more broad-based and resilient," Geithner said at a conference sponsored by the Peter G. Peterson Foundation. Geithner said J.P. Morgan's $2 billion trading loss was a failure of risk management. He said it made a "very powerful case for financial reform - the reforms we have ahead and the reforms we have already put in place." Geithner said he has not talked to Jamie Dimon since the J.P. Morgan Chase & Co's CEO announced the loss late last week. The test of financial reform is to make sure bank mistakes don't put the economy at risk, Geithner said. "We are going to work very hard to ensure that these reforms are tough and effective - not just the Volcker rule - but the broader complement of reforms on capital and liquidity and derivatives markets," he said.

US and global economy is resilient – Flexibility

Behravesh 6 (Nariman, most accurate economist tracked by USA Today and chief global economist and executive vice president for Global Insight, Newsweek, “The Great Shock Absorber; Good macroeconomic policies and improved microeconomic flexibility have strengthened the global economy's 'immune system.'” 10-15-2006, www.newsweek.com/id/47483) 

The U.S. and global economies were able to withstand three body blows in 2005--one of the worst tsunamis on record (which struck at the very end of 2004), one of the worst hurricanes on record and the highest energy prices after Hurricane Katrina--without missing a beat. This resilience was especially remarkable in the case of the United States, which since 2000 has been able to shrug off the biggest stock-market drop since the 1930s, a major terrorist attack, corporate scandals and war. Does this mean that recessions are a relic of the past? No, but recent events do suggest that the global economy's "immune system" is now strong enough to absorb shocks that 25 years ago would probably have triggered a downturn. In fact, over the past two decades, recessions have not disappeared, but have become considerably milder in many parts of the world. What explains this enhanced recession resistance? The answer: a combination of good macroeconomic policies and improved microeconomic flexibility. Since the mid-1980s, central banks worldwide have had great success in taming inflation. This has meant that long-term interest rates are at levels not seen in more than 40 years. A low-inflation and low-interest-rate environment is especially conducive to sustained, robust growth. Moreover, central bankers have avoided some of the policy mistakes of the earlier oil shocks (in the mid-1970s and early 1980s), during which they typically did too much too late, and exacerbated the ensuing recessions. Even more important, in recent years the Fed has been particularly adept at crisis management, aggressively cutting interest rates in response to stock-market crashes, terrorist attacks and weakness in the economy. The benign inflationary picture has also benefited from increasing competitive pressures, both worldwide (thanks to globalization and the rise of Asia as a manufacturing juggernaut) and domestically (thanks to technology and deregulation). Since the late 1970s, the United States, the United Kingdom and a handful of other countries have been especially aggressive in deregulating their financial and industrial sectors. This has greatly increased the flexibility of their economies and reduced their vulnerability to inflationary shocks. Looking ahead, what all this means is that a global or U.S. recession will likely be avoided in 2006, and probably in 2007 as well. Whether the current expansion will be able to break the record set in the 1990s for longevity will depend on the ability of central banks to keep the inflation dragon at bay and to avoid policy mistakes. The prospects look good. Inflation is likely to remain a low-level threat for some time, and Ben Bernanke, the incoming chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, spent much of his academic career studying the past mistakes of the Fed and has vowed not to repeat them. At the same time, no single shock will likely be big enough to derail the expansion. What if oil prices rise to $80 or $90 a barrel? Most estimates suggest that growth would be cut by about 1 percent--not good, but no recession. What if U.S. house prices fall by 5 percent in 2006 (an extreme assumption, given that house prices haven't fallen nationally in any given year during the past four decades)? Economic growth would slow by about 0.5 percent to 1 percent. What about another terrorist attack? Here the scenarios can be pretty scary, but an attack on the order of 9/11 or the Madrid or London bombings would probably have an even smaller impact on overall GDP growth.

Stimulus theory wrong

Keynesian economics is false – empirical studies disprove

Ross ’11 

(Ron Ross Ph.D. is an economist who lives in Arcata, California. He is the author of The Unbeatable Market, 7.22.11, “ Fatal Flaws of Keynesian Economics”, http://spectator.org/archives/2011/07/22/fatal-flaws-of-keynesian-econo)

The stimulus was premised on the economic model known as Keynesianism: the intellectual legacy of the late English economist John Maynard Keynes. Keynesianism doesn't work, never has worked, and never will work. Without a clear understanding of why Keynesianism cannot work we will be forever doomed to pursuing the impossible. There's no real mystery about why Keynesianism fails. There are numerous reasons why and they've been known for decades. Keynesians have an unrealistic and unsupportable view of how the economy works and how people make decisions. Short-Run Focus Keynesian policy advocates focus primarily on the short run -- with no regard for the future implications of current events -- and they assume that all economic decision-makers do the same. Consider the following quote by John Maynard Keynes: "But the long run is a misleading guide to current affairs. In the long run we are all dead. Economists set themselves too easy, too useless a task if in tempestuous seasons they can only tell us that when the storm is long past the ocean will be flat again." After passage of the stimulus package, Lawrence Summers, Obama's chief economic advisor at the time, often said that the spending should be "timely, targeted, and temporary." Although those sound like desirable objectives, they illustrate the Keynesian focus on the short term. Sure it would be convenient if you could just spend a bunch of money and make the economy get well, but it's not that simple. The implication of a Keynesian perspective is that you can hit the economy a few times with a cattle prod and get society back to full employment. Remember that so-called "cash-for-clunkers" program? Maybe it accelerated some new car sales by a month or two, but it had no lasting impact. The "Chicago School" is the primary source of serious research and analysis related to the Keynesian model. Two Chicago School conclusions, in particular, make it clear where Keynesian policies run aground. The two theories are the "permanent income hypothesis" and the theory of "rational expectations." The "permanent income hypothesis" was how Milton Friedman termed the findings of his research on the spending behavior of consumers. The MIT Dictionary of Economics defines the permanent income hypothesis as "The hypothesis that the consumption of the individual (or household) depends on his (or its) permanent income. Permanent income may be thought of as the income an individual expects to derive from his work and holdings of wealth during his lifetime." Whether consumers and investors focus mostly on the short run or the long run is basically an "empirical question." A convincing theoretical case can be made either way. To find out which focus actually conforms closer to reality, you have to gather evidence. Not Evidence-Based Much of the difference between the two schools of thought can be explained by differences in their methodologies. Keynes was not known for his research or empirical efforts. Keynesianism is definitely not an evidence-based model of how the economy works. So far as I know, Keynes did no empirical studies. Friedman was a far more diligent researcher and data collector than was Keynes. Friedman fit the theory to the data, rather than vice versa. The Keynesian disregard for evidence is reflected in their advocacy for more stimulus spending even in the face of the obvious failure of the what's already been spent. At a minimum, we are due an explanation of why it hasn't worked. (Don't expect that to be forthcoming, however). Failure to Consider Incentives Another of the Chicago School's broadsides against Keynesianism is the theory of "rational expectations." It's a theory for which the 1995 Nobel Prize for Economics was awarded to Robert Lucas of the University of Chicago. As economic theories go, it is relatively straightforward. It essentially states that "individuals use all the available and relevant information when taking a view about the future." (MIT Dictionary of Modern Economics) The rational expectations hypothesis is the simple assertion that individuals take into account their best guesses about the future when they make decisions. That seemingly simple concept has profound implications. The Chicago School's research led them to conclude that individuals are relatively deliberate and sophisticated in how they make economic choices. Keynesians and their liberal followers apparently think individuals are short-sighted and simple-minded. An elemental but too often overlooked reality about our economy is that it is based on voluntary exchange. Voluntary exchange is an even more fundamental feature of our economy than is the market. A market is any arrangement that brings buyers and sellers together. In other words, the primary purpose of a market is to make voluntary exchange possible. Voluntary exchange leaves large amounts of control in the hands of private individuals and businesses. The market relies on carrots rather than sticks, rewards rather than punishment. The actors, therefore, need to be induced to move in certain desired directions rather than simply commanded to do so. This is the basic reason why incentives are such an important part of economics. If not for voluntary exchange, incentives wouldn't much matter. In designing economic policy in the context of a market economy it becomes important to take into account what actually motivates people and how they make choices. If you want to change behavior in a voluntary exchange economy, you have to change incentives. Keynesian policies do not take that essential step. The federal government's share of GDP has gone from 19 percent to 24 percent during Obama's time in the White House. A larger government share of GDP ultimately necessitates higher taxes or more debt. In and of themselves, higher taxes retard economic growth because of their impact on incentives. The disincentive effect of higher taxes illustrates why big government is far costlier than it first appears.

Keynesian theory fundamentally flawed – even if a stimulus was a good idea, the plan cant act fast enough

Brannon and Edwards ’09

 (Ike Brannon and Chris Edwards,  Ike Brannon is the Director of Economic Policy as well as the Director of Congressional Relations for the American Action Forum,  Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org,  January 29, 2009, “ Barack Obama's Keynesian Mistake”,  http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/barack-obamas-keynesian-mistake)

Despite the flaws in Keynes' analysis, his prescription of fiscal stimulus to increase aggregate demand during recessions became widely accepted. Governments came to believe that by manipulating spending or temporary tax breaks they could scientifically manage the economy and smooth out business cycles. Many economists thought that there was a trade-off between inflation and unemployment that could be exploited by skilled policymakers. If unemployment was rising, the government could stimulate aggregate demand to reduce it, but with the side-effect of somewhat higher inflation. Keynesians thought that fiscal stimulus would work by counteracting the problem of sticky wages. Workers would be fooled into accepting lower real wages as price levels rose. Rising nominal wages would spur added work efforts and increased hiring by businesses. However, later analysis revealed that the government can't routinely fool private markets, because people have foresight and they are generally rational. Keynes erred in ignoring the actual microeconomic behaviour of individuals and businesses. The dominance of Keynesianism ended in the 1970s. Government spending and deficits ballooned, but the result was higher inflation, not lower unemployment. These events, and the rise in monetarism led by Milton Friedman, ended the belief in an unemployment-inflation trade-off. Keynesianism was flawed and its prescription of active fiscal intervention was misguided. Indeed, Friedman's research showed that the Great Depression was caused by a failure of government monetary policy, not a failure of private markets, as Keynes had claimed. Even if a government stimulus were a good idea, policymakers probably wouldn't implement it the way Keynesian theory would suggest. To fix a downturn, policymakers would need to recognize the problem early and then enact a counter-cyclical strategy quickly and efficiently. But U.S. history reveals that past stimulus actions have been too ill-timed or ill-suited to have actually helped. Further, many policymakers are driven by motives at odds with the Keynesian assumption that they will diligently pursue the public interest. The end of simplistic Keynesianism in the 1970s created a void in macroeconomics that was filled by "rational expectations" theory developed by John Muth, Robert Lucas, Thomas Sargent, Robert Barro and others. By the 1980s, old-fashioned Keynesian was dead, at least among the new leaders of macroeconomics. Rational expectations theorists held that people make reasoned economic decisions based on their expectations of the future. They cannot be systematically fooled by the government into taking actions that leave them worse off. For example, people know that a Keynesian-style stimulus might lead to higher inflation, and so they will adjust their behaviour accordingly, which has the effect of nullifying the stimulus plan. A spending stimulus will put the government further into debt, but it will not increase real output or income on a sustained basis. It is difficult to find a macroeconomics textbook these days that discusses Keynesian fiscal stimulus as a policy tool without serious flaws, which is why the current $800-billion proposal has taken many macroeconomists by surprise. John Cochrane of the University of Chicago recently noted that the idea of fiscal stimulus is "taught only for its fallacies" in university courses these days. Thomas Sargent of New York University noted that "the calculations that I have seen supporting the stimulus package are back-of-the-envelope ones that ignore what we have learned in the last 60 years of macroeconomic research." It is true that Keynesian theory has been updated in recent decades, and it now incorporates ideas from newer schools of thought. But the Obama administration's claim that its stimulus package will create up to four million jobs is outlandish. Certainly, many top macroeconomists are critical of the plan including Harvard University's Greg Mankiw and Stanford University's John Taylor, who have been leaders in reworking the Keynesian model. Taylor noted that "the theory that a short-run government spending stimulus will jump-start the economy is based on old-fashioned, largely static Keynesian theories." One result of the rational expectations revolution has been that many economists have changed their focus from studying how to manipulate short-run business cycles to researching the causes of long-run growth. It is on long-run growth that economists can provide the most useful advice to policymakers, on issues such as tax reform, regulation and trade. While many economists have turned their attention to long-run growth, politicians unfortunately have shorter time horizons. They often combine little knowledge of economics with a large appetite for providing quick fixes to crises and recessions. Their demand for solutions is often matched by the supply of dubious proposals by overeager economists. Many prominent economists pushed for the passage of the $170-billion stimulus act in early 2008, but that stimulus turned out to be a flop. The lesson is that politicians should be more skeptical of economists claiming to know how to solve recessions with various grand schemes. Economists know much more about the factors that generate long-run growth, and that should be the main policy focus for government reform efforts. The current stimulus plan would impose a large debt burden on young Americans, but would do little, if anything, to help the economy grow. Indeed, it could have similar effects as New Deal programs, which Milton Friedman concluded "hampered recovery from the contraction, prolonged and added to unemployment and set the stage for ever more intrusive and costly government." A precedent will be created with this plan, and policymakers need to decide whether they want to continue mortgaging the future or letting the economy adjust and return to growth by itself, as it has always done in the past.

AT: Infrastructure collapsing
Infrastructure is not collapsing – D rating has always been the case and geography makes it hard to maintain

Lane 11 (Charles Lane, Post editorial writer, specializing in economic policy, financial issues and trade, Published: October 31, 2011, The U.S. infrastructure argument that crumbles upon examination, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/the-us-infrastructure-argument-that-crumbles-upon-examination/2011/10/31/gIQAnILRaM_story.html)

For all its shortcomings, U.S. infrastructure is still among the most advanced in the world — if not the most advanced. I base this not on selective personal experience but on the same data alarmists cite. The contiguous United States (that is, excluding Alaska and Hawaii) cover 3.1 million square miles, including deserts, mountain ranges, rivers and two oceanic coastlines. In a world of vast dictatorships (China), tiny democracies (Switzerland) and everything in between, from Malta to Mexico, the challenge of building and maintaining first-rate roads, bridges, railroads, airports and seaports in a country like the United States is extraordinary — and so is the degree to which the United States succeeds. When you compare America’s WEF rankings with those of the 19 other largest countries, it stands second only to Canada, which is lightly populated — and whose infrastructure is linked with ours. Among the 20 most populous countries, the United States ranks behind France, Germany and Japan, in that order. This would seem to confirm the case for U.S. inferiority in the developed world. But France and Germany, in addition to being substantially smaller than the United States, are part of the European Union, a borderless single market from the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea. Sure enough, when you average out the scores of all 27 E.U. nations, the United States beats them by a clear margin. The WEF produced its rankings based on a survey in which business executives were asked to rate their respective countries’ infrastructure on an ascending scale of 1 to 7. Barbados’s 5.8 average score means that paradise’s execs are a smidgen happier with their infrastructure than are their American counterparts, who gave the United States an average score of 5.7. This is a “national disgrace”? Barbados has one commercial airport. The United States has more than 500. The WEF asked executives to rate “railroad infrastructure,” without distinguishing between freight (which excels in the United States) and passenger (which does not). Perhaps the survey’s subjectivity accounts for odd results such as Guatemala outranking Italy. Or that the U.S. score plunged below 6.0 for the first time in 2008 — proof of a sudden drop in the actual quality of our roads and bridges, or merely an indicator of the general despondency that hit U.S. businesses along with the Great Recession? And while that D from the American Society of Civil Engineers is undoubtedly sincere, the organization has a vested interest in greater infrastructure spending, which means more work for engineers. The engineers’ lobby has given America’s infrastructure a D in every one of its report cards going back to 1998, except for 2001, when the mark was D-plus.

AT:  Infrastructure Key to Growth

Infrastructure improvements won’t generate growth

Aggarwala 12 ( visiting fellow at Stanford University, 2012 Rohit Aggarwala, Bloomberg, "Fiscal Games Can't hide the True Cost of US Roads," http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-04-12/fiscal-games-can-t-hide-true-cost-of-u-s-roads.html )

Chicago’s approach will probably bear some fruit because local governments face many problems of timing. A city government doesn’t have the cash to make building retrofits that will lower its energy bills, but future savings can pay back the loan and then some. A water utility whose rates are set to break even has expensive leaks, but no general-revenue bonding authority to fix them. A highway department wants to extend a toll road, but its capital budget is constrained. These are all problems that finance can solve because investment can unlock future revenue that can be shared with a lender. Unfortunately, America’s most dire infrastructure problems are not like this. Most of them are like Pennsylvania’s 6,000 structurally deficient bridges. Replacing these won’t create new value, serve new traffic or generate new economic development, so financing has to come from existing income. And that’s a problem not of timing, but of wealth. Even if a replacement bridge can be financed through an infrastructure bank, the debt service on the loan has to be paid back with existing wealth. Worse, most of America’s bridges are untolled, so even if their replacements were to carry more traffic, they wouldn’t yield new direct revenue. At best, through gasoline and other taxes, they would bring money into the federal Highway Trust Fund and into state and local governments. So what’s necessary to unlock financing is funding from increased future allocations from the Highway Trust Fund, or from state and local taxes. But that is the very problem an infrastructure bank tries to avoid. 

1970’s economic decline not caused by lack of infrastructure investment- manufacturing industry proves

Hulten and Schwab 93

(Charles Hulten, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph. D, Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Senior Fellow at the Conference Board,  Robert Schwab, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph.D., National Tax Journal, “Infrastructure Spending: Where Do We Go From Here?”, September, 1993)

One major problem arises from the fact  that the U.S. time series data are domi-  nated by two trends: infrastructure invest ment fell sharply starting in the late 1960s  and early 197Os, and the aggregate U.S.  economy has performed poorly since  roughly 1973. This is sufficient to establish  a correlation between infrastructure and  output growth. But, while it is clear that  the two are associated, it is far from clear  that lower infrastructure investment was  the cause of slower growth. Any variable  that fell through the 1960s and early  197Os, like SAT scores, is an equally plausi-  ble candidate as the cause of our growth  problems.  The following story illustrates this point.  The number of storks in a certain region  was found to be closely correlated with  the number of babies that were born in  that region. This might support the conclu-  sion that storks bring babies. But the truth  was more mundane. When the harvest  was good, families were more likely to  have another child and more storks came  to the region to take advantage of the  available food.  Of course, it is always easy to dismiss any  evidence by arguing that correlatron does  not imply causality. But in this case, there  are enough other troubling pieces of evi-  dence to suggest that we truly are dealing  with spurious correlation. For example, if  infrastructure were an important part of  the productivity problem, then we would  expect to find a significant slowdown in in-  dustries such as manufacturing that are  very dependent on infrastructure but little  change in other industries, such as services  and finance, insurance, and real estate.  But, in fact, the exact opposite is true; the  productivity slowdown in manufacturing  has been very mild. The growth rate of  GDP per hour of work in manufacturing was roughly the same in the 1973-1987  period as it was during 1948.-1973. In  contrast, in the private sector as a whole,  GDP per hour grew at a rate only about  one-third of the pre- 1973 rate.

AT: Infrastructure Key to Jobs 

Unemployment not effectively solved by infrastructure projects- too slow

Hulten and Schwab 93

(Charles Hulten, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph. D, Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Senior Fellow at the Conference Board,  Robert Schwab, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph.D., National Tax Journal, “Infrastructure Spending: Where Do We Go From Here?”, September, 1993)

Job creation is the final element in the  case for more infrastructure spending. The  recent recession, combined with the ongo-  ing fiscal distress of many American cities,  is seen by many as sufficient reason to en-  act a public works program to put people  back to work. But many have argued that  infrastructure spending is a very poor  short-term policy tool. Public works proj-  ects involve a great deal of planning and  long lead times. As a consequence, by the  time funds are actually spent, the economy  may have recovered and the new spending  will come at the peak, rather than the  trough, of the business cycle.  This problem has been significant in the  past. The General Accounting Office (GAO)  (1986) found that over 2 years after $9 bil-  lion was allocated for infrastructure under  the Emergency Jobs Act of 1983, only $4.5  billion had been spent. The GAO noted  that “funds for public works programs,  such as those that build highways or  houses, were spent much more slowly”  than funds for other programs. A recent  Congressional Budget Office memorandum  found that, on average, only 17 percent of  federal funds for highways are spent in the  first year and that more than 30 percent  are spent more than 3 years after the  money has been allocated. Bartlett (1993),  examining job legislation designed to ame-  liorate the 1949, 1958, 1961-1962, 1971,  1975-1977, and 1983 recessions, found that in each case, the antirecession pro-  grams were enacted after a recession had  officially ended.  This history is not encouraging for the cur-  rent “jobs” legislation, which would also  be enacted (,if passed) after the offictal end  of the recent recession. The slower than  usual recovery of employment, and the re-  cent signs of slower growth, may ulti-  mately propel some form of jobs bill  through Congress. At best, given the his-  tory of long :spending lags, the stimulus for  job creation Iunder this legislation may ac-  tually come on-line at the beginning of the  next recession.  Finally, it should be noted that there is a  fundamental conflict between short-term  infrastructure programs and longer-run in-  frastructure objectives. The former stress  the “ready to go” aspect of infrastructure  projects and their job creating capacity. But  It is not at all clear that those projects that  (are ready to begin in the near term are the  best projects to undertake from a long-run  growth perspective.

Using infrastructure investment as stimulus to solve short-term economic problems fails- long lead times

Hulten and Schwab 93

(Charles Hulten, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph. D, Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Senior Fellow at the Conference Board,  Robert Schwab, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph.D., National Tax Journal, “Infrastructure Spending: Where Do We Go From Here?”, September, 1993)

Fourth, it is unwise to use infrastructure  spending as a tool to solve short-term eco-  nomic problems. By their nature, public  works projects involve a great deal of plan-  ning and long lead times, particularly In a  climate when many will be quick to argue  that a new road must “not be in my back-  yard” and are willing to go to court to  make their voices heard. As a conse-  quence, by the time funds are actually  spent, the economy may have recovered  and the new spending will come at the  peak rather than the trough of the busi-  ness cycle.

Transportation infrastructure projects don’t decrease unemployment

AP ’10 

( Matt Apuzzo And Brett J. Blackledge, AP Investigative team,  Jan. 11 2010, “ AP Impact: Road projects don't help unemployment”, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/705357688/AP-Impact-Road-projects-dont-help-unemployment.html) 

 WASHINGTON — Ten months into President Barack Obama's first economic stimulus plan, a surge in spending on roads and bridges has had no effect on local unemployment and only barely helped the beleaguered construction industry, an Associated Press analysis has found. Spend a lot or spend nothing at all, it didn't matter, the AP analysis showed: Local unemployment rates rose and fell regardless of how much stimulus money Washington poured out for transportation, raising questions about Obama's argument that more road money would address an "urgent need to accelerate job growth." Obama wants a second stimulus bill from Congress that relies in part on more road and bridge spending, projects the president said are "at the heart of our effort to accelerate job growth." Construction spending would be a key part of the Jobs for Main Street Act, a $75 billion second stimulus to revive the nation's lethargic unemployment rate and improve the dismal job market for construction workers. The House approved the bill 217-212 last month after House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., worked the floor for an hour; the Senate is expected to consider it later in January. AP's analysis, which was reviewed by independent economists at five universities, showed that strategy hasn't affected unemployment rates so far. And there's concern it won't work the second time. For its analysis, the AP examined the effects of road and bridge spending in communities on local unemployment; it did not try to measure results of the broader aid that also was in the first stimulus like tax cuts, unemployment benefits or money for states. "My bottom line is, I'd be skeptical about putting too much more money into a second stimulus until we've seen broader effects from the first stimulus," said Aaron Jackson, a Bentley University economist who reviewed AP's analysis. Even within the construction industry, which stood to benefit most from transportation money, the AP's analysis found there was nearly no connection between stimulus money and the number of construction workers hired or fired since Congress passed the recovery program. The effect was so small, one economist compared it to trying to move the Empire State Building by pushing against it. "As a policy tool for creating jobs, this doesn't seem to have much bite," said Emory University economist Thomas Smith, who supported the stimulus and reviewed AP's analysis. "In terms of creating jobs, it doesn't seem like it's created very many. It may well be employing lots of people but those two things are very different." Transportation spending is too small of a pebble to quickly create waves in the nation's $14 trillion economy. And starting a road project, even one considered "shovel ready," can take many months, meaning any modest effects of a second burst of transportation spending are unlikely to be felt for some time. "It would be unlikely that even $20 billion spent all at once would be enough to move the needle of the huge decline we've seen, even in construction, much less the economy. The job destruction is way too big," said Kenneth D. Simonson, chief economist for the Associated General Contractors of America. Few counties, for example, received more road money per capita than Marshall County, Tenn., about 90 minutes south of Nashville. Obama's stimulus is paying the salaries of dozens of workers, but local officials said the unemployment rate continues to rise and is expected to top 20 percent soon. The new money for road projects isn't enough to offset the thousands of local jobs lost from the closing of manufacturing plants and automotive parts suppliers. "The stimulus has not benefited the working-class people of Marshall County at all," said Isaac Zimmerle, a local contractor who has seen his construction business slowly dry up since 2008. That year, he built 30 homes. But prospects this year look grim. Construction contractors like Zimmerle would seem to be in line to benefit from the stimulus spending. But money for road construction offers little relief to most contractors who don't work on transportation projects, a niche that requires expensive, heavy equipment that most residential and commercial builders don't own. Residential and commercial building make up the bulk of the nation's construction industry. "The problem we're seeing is, unfortunately, when they put those projects out to bid, there are only a handful of companies able to compete for it," Zimmerle said. The Obama administration has argued that it's unfair to count construction jobs in any one county because workers travel between counties for jobs. So, the AP looked at a much larger universe: The more than 700 counties that got the most stimulus money per capita for road construction, and the more than 700 counties that received no money at all. For its analysis, the AP reviewed Transportation Department data on more than $21 billion in stimulus projects in every state and Washington, D.C., and the Labor Department's monthly unemployment data. Working with economists and statisticians, the AP performed statistical tests to gauge the effect of transportation spending on employment activity. There was no difference in unemployment trends between the group of counties that received the most stimulus money and the group that received none, the analysis found. Despite the disconnect, Congress is moving quickly to give Obama the road money he requested. The Senate will soon consider a proposal that would direct nearly $28 billion more on roads and bridges, programs that are popular with politicians, lobbyists and voters. The overall price tag on the bill, which also would pay for water projects, school repairs and jobs for teachers, firefighters and police officers, would be $75 billion. "We have a ton of need for repairing our national infrastructure and a ton of unemployed workers to do it. Marrying those two concepts strikes me as good stimulus and good policy," White House economic adviser Jared Bernstein said. "When you invest in this kind of infrastructure, you're creating good jobs for people who need them." Highway projects have been the public face of the president's recovery efforts, providing the backdrop for news conferences with workers who owe their paychecks to the stimulus. But those anecdotes have not added up to a national trend and have not markedly improved the country's broad employment picture. 

AT: Stimulus → Jobs

Government spending decreases employment

Mitchell ’08 

(Dan Mitchell is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and co-author of Global Tax Revolution: The Rise of Tax Competition and the Battle to Defend It,  December 5, 2008, “ The Fallacy That Government Creates Jobs”, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/fallacy-government-creates-jobs) SRK

In part, this is a debate about Keynesian economics, which is the theory that the economy can be boosted if the government borrows money and then gives it to people so they will spend it. This supposedly "primes the pump" as the money circulates through the economy. Keynesian theory sounds good, and it would be nice if it made sense, but it has a rather glaring logical fallacy. It overlooks the fact that, in the real world, government can't inject money into the economy without first taking money out of the economy. More specifically, the theory only looks at one-half of the equation — the part where government puts money in the economy's right pocket. But where does the government get that money? It borrows it, which means it comes out of the economy's left pocket. There is no increase in what Keynesians refer to as aggregate demand. Keynesianism doesn't boost national income, it merely redistributes it. The pie is sliced differently, but it's not any bigger. The real world evidence also shows that Keynesianism does not work. Both Hoover and Roosevelt dramatically increased spending, and neither showed any aversion to running up big deficits, yet the economy was terrible all through the 1930s. Keynesian stimulus schemes also were tried by Gerald Ford and George W. Bush and had no impact on the economy. Keynesianism also failed in Japan during the 1990s. It would be easy to dismiss this orgy of new spending as the spoils of war. To be fair, the inability of Keynesianism to boost growth may not necessarily mean that government spending does not create jobs. Moreover, the argument that government can create jobs is not dependent on Keynesian economics. Politicians from both parties, for instance, argued in favor of pork-filled transportation bills earlier this decade when the economy was enjoying strong growth — and job creation generally was their primary talking point. Unfortunately, no matter how the issue is analyzed, there is virtually no support for the notion that government spending creates jobs. Indeed, the more relevant consideration is the degree to which bigger government destroys jobs. Both the theoretical and empirical evidence argues against the notion that big government boosts job creation. Theory and evidence lead to three unavoidable conclusions: The theory of government-instigated job creation overlooks the loss of resources available to the productive sector of the economy. Frederic Bastiat, the great French economist (yes, there were admirable French economists, albeit all of them lived in the 1800s), is well known for many reasons, including his explanation of the "seen" and the "unseen." If the government decides to build a "Bridge to Nowhere," it is very easy to see the workers who are employed on that project. This is the "seen." But what is less obvious is that the resources to build that bridge are taken from the private sector and thus are no longer available for other uses. This is the "unseen." So-called stimulus packages have little bang for the buck. Even if one assumes that money floats down from Heaven and we don't have to worry about the "unseen," government is never an efficient way to achieve an objective. Based on the amount of money that is being discussed and the claims of how many jobs will be created, Harvard Professor Greg Mankiw filled in the blanks and calculated that each new job (assuming they actually materialize) will cost $280,000. But since money doesn't come from Heaven, this calculation is only a partial measure of cost. In reality, the cost of each government job should reflect how that $280,000 would have been spent more productively in the private sector. Government workers are grossly overpaid. There are several reasons why it costs so much for the government to "create" a job, including the inherent inefficiency of the public sector. But the dominant factor is probably the excessive compensation packages for bureaucrats. According to Bureau of Economic Analysis data, the average employee for the federal government now gets paid nearly twice as much as workers in the productive sector of the economy.

AT: Jobs Key to Econ 

Jobs are not key to the economy – external factors and debt ceiling

Swanson 11

Ian Swanson - 07/07/11 “Top Obama adviser says unemployment won't be key in 2012” http://thehill.com/homenews/campaign/170309-plouffe-says-jobs-rate-not-key-in-2012
President Obama’s senior political adviser David Plouffe said Wednesday that people won’t vote in 2012 based on the unemployment rate. Plouffe should probably hope that’s the case, since dismal job figures aren’t expected to get any better for Obama and the economy on Friday. Most economists expect a report from the Bureau of Labor Statistics to show that the nation added about 100,000 jobs in June. That’s not enough to keep up with population growth, let alone lower the unemployment rate or make a dent in the 9 million jobs lost during the so called Great Recession. [UPDATED: The jobs report released on Friday showed the economy added only 18,000 jobs, much less than anticipated. The unemployment rate creeped up to 9.2 percent.] It’s looking more and more like Obama will have to do something no president has done since Franklin Roosevelt: Win reelection with unemployment around 8 percent. Ronald Reagan, another president Obama is sometimes compared with, was reelected in 1984 when unemployment was 7.2 percent. Obama isn’t likely to see a number that low. Mark Zandi, chief economist for Moody’s Analytics, predicts the nation will have added 110,000 jobs in total in June, with 125,000 added in the private sector. Hiring by the public sector will continue to fall. The economy would have to add 350,000 jobs every month between now and December 2014 to get back to the pre-recession low of 5 percent unemployment, last seen in December 2007, according to the Economic Policy Institute (EPI). Reagan saw that kind of growth after the recession of the early 1980s, and it helped him win reelection by a comfortable 18 points. He also faced Walter Mondale, a weak opponent, from the opposing party — a bit of history Obama hopes to repeat in 2012. The economy hasn’t seen such high-octane growth since August 1993 to February 1995, when it last averaged 350,000 jobs created per month. Even during the tech boom in the latter half of the 1990s, the economy didn’t average that many jobs, according to Heidi Shierholz, an economist with EPI. The Obama campaign’s hope is that voters will feel the economy is improving in the fall of 2012, just as they did when Roosevelt and Reagan were reelected. That seemed to be at the root of Plouffe’s remarks on Wednesday, as quoted by Bloomberg. “The average American does not view the economy through the prism of GDP or unemployment rates or even monthly jobs numbers,” Plouffe said, according to Bloomberg. “People won’t vote based on the unemployment rate, they’re going to vote based on: ‘How do I feel about my own situation? Do I believe the president makes decisions based on me and my family?’ ” The remarks will likely irritate Democrats who think Obama and his political team have taken their eye off jobs. There’s some reason to think Obama could get a boost from the economy in the second half of the year, particularly given signs that the White House and congressional Republicans are moving closer to a deal that would lift the nation’s debt ceiling and cut trillions from annual deficits. There’s no doubt such a deal would boost confidence in the economy and the political system. It could also boost hiring. Layoffs have basically stopped since the recession, said Shierholz, but employers aren’t hiring even though corporations are expected to announce huge profits for the first half of the year. “We are still treading water at the bottom of a deep hole,” said Shierholz. The only real improvement in the labor market since the recession ended is with workers who have decided to sit out the slow economy and not look for a new job. That’s helped keep the unemployment rate low, Shierholz said. Zandi argues the economy was sidetracked for the first half of the year by a number of shocks that he hopes are temporary. They include the devastating tsunami in Japan that wreaked havoc on manufacturers around the world; turmoil in the Middle East; the ongoing conflict in Libya that sent crude oil prices to summer highs in the spring; and the debt talks, which Zandi said appear to have led the Treasury to slow outlays to avoid breaching the debt ceiling. “The ill effects of these shocks are or will soon fade and even add to growth during the second half of the year,” Zandi said in an email. He expects payroll employment gains to be back near 200,000 by the end of the year. If Zandi’s right and those gains continue through 2012, Plouffe might be proven right, too, as voters could be pleased with their position. But there isn’t a lot of room for Obama to maneuver when it comes to the unemployment rate. 

Education – not jobs – is key to the economy

Gehrke 12

Joel Gehrke, Commentary Writer at The Washington Examiner, July 13, 2012 “Ed. Secretary: Bad economy is not a ‘jobs crisis,’ it’s a ‘skills crisis’” http://washingtonexaminer.com/ed.-secretary-bad-economy-is-not-a-jobs-crisis-its-a-skills-crisis/article/2502112, 

Education Secretary Arne Duncan ascribed at least part of the nation’s ongoing economic weakness to poor education, as he called on state governors to maintain funding for college education. “Do we have a jobs crisis or do we have a skills crisis? I’m more and more concerned that we have a skills crisis,” Duncan told the National Governors Association today. “By some counts its over two million high-wage, high-skill jobs that we can’t fill today.” Duncan noted today and in a statement yesterday that the United States has dropped to 16th worldwide in terms of the percentage of adults with college degrees. He faulted state governors for cutting education funding. “We’ve made some progress, but the combination of deep state budget cuts and rising tuition prices is pushing an affordable college education out of reach for middle class families,” Duncan said in a statement yesterday. “As the President has said, the countries that out-educate today will out-compete us tomorrow. The federal government has done a tremendous amount to increase the amount of aid available to students. But we need states and institutions to meet us halfway by doing more to keep college costs down.” The White House has framed issues such as student loan interest rate increases as economic issues, as Republicans have gone on offense about the persistently high national unemployment rate.

Tax Reform not jobs key to econ

Sinquefield & Brown 12

REX SINQUEFIELD (Conservative retired financial executive active in Missouri politics and philanthropic causes) AND TRAVIS H. BROWN (manager of his own government and public affairs businesses) 07/17/2012 “Keeping Taxes Low At State LeveIs Key To Growth” http://news.investors.com/article/618436/201207171745/state-tax-cuts-key-to-economic-growth-wealth.htm?p=full, 

State taxes impact economic performance more than most people imagine. While the majority of attention is paid to the federal tax code, the evidence suggests that state taxes are just as important in determining economic competitiveness and often mean the difference between economic success and failure. The level and form of state taxation varies greatly, from no-income-tax states such as Florida and Texas to states like Hawaii and Oregon, which have the highest personal income tax rates in the nation (11%). Similarly, economic performance over the last decade has varied dramatically among the 50 states, with Illinois, California and New York performing very poorly, while Texas flourishes. Differences in state tax policies help explain this record. The U.S. economy, in the words of Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke, is heading for a massive tax cliff. The expiration of the 2001-2003 tax cuts, the expiration of the payroll tax cut and new taxes enacted as part of ObamaCare will completely upend the existing federal tax code. Given this state of affairs and the political gridlock in Washington, D.C., the best one can hope for is the extension of some of the existing tax rates and the avoidance of a disastrous, massive tax increase in January 2013. The chances for substantive tax reform that would make the U.S. more competitive are slim, given the administration's preoccupation with tax "fairness" and demonizing the rich. On the other hand, state taxes are ripe for reform, and many governors around the country are leading the charge to reduce or do away with their state income taxes all together. Tax reforms happening at the state level are much more likely to succeed than anything coming out of Washington D.C., and the evidence shows that cutting state personal income taxes can have a dramatic impact on economic performance. State tax reform is, therefore, the best chance to improve the competitiveness of the United States in this global race for jobs and prosperity.

Jobs not important to economy – tax reform key

Giokaris 12

John Giokaris, graduate from Loyola University Chicago with two Bachelor's in Political Science & Journalism, 3/20/12 “Tax Reform is the Key to Economic Recovery and Bipartisan Cooperation” http://www.policymic.com/articles/5033/tax-reform-is-the-key-to-economic-recovery-and-bipartisan-cooperation, ott

As the United States slogs through its worst post-recession recovery in history, Americans are left wondering if our best days are over. We’re suffering from a lack of confidence, certainty, and optimism. Unemployment remains stubbornly high while more people give up looking for work and switch over to dependence on government assistance to make ends meet. Is this the best Washington can offer us when it comes to opportunity and independence? President Barack Obama’s original campaign message of “hope and change” is now turning into one of lowering expectations. Americans are also increasingly frustrated with the extreme partisanship in Washington that paralyzes the ability of politicians to solve problems. The leadership of the parties is at polar opposite ends with their reform-minded solutions leaving very little common ground left for both sides of the aisle to work with. However, there is one area that provides a golden opportunity for bipartisan cooperation between the parties and would restore confidence, certainty, and optimism in our economy: pro-growth tax reform. Pro-growth tax reform, as illustrated in the bipartisan 1986 Tax Reform Act, closes loopholes that allow for overseas tax shelters as well as special interest subsidies in order to collect on revenue more efficiently while cutting tax rates across the board at the same time to incentivize businesses to keep money and jobs here instead of overseas, thus broadening the tax base. Our corporate tax code is a mess. Our 35% rate (39.2% when including state and local taxes) puts us at the top of the list for highest in the world, leaving us with a huge disadvantage competitively in the age of outsourcing and globalization. At the same time, our corporate tax code is riddled with loopholes and special interest subsidies, making the revenue we collect on our corporate taxes far less than where the rate is set. In other words, we’re not incentivizing global businesses to keep jobs and money here, while those who do lobby Washington for corporate tax exemptions. 

1NC Heg/Competitiveness Advantage ( BQ lab )
1. No risk of double dip – growth will continue and isn’t effected by government policy – they cite the alarmist minority

Ledbetter 12 (James Ledbetter, journalist for reuters,Let’s stop talking about a ‘double-dip’ recession,  APRIL 17, 2012

http://blogs.reuters.com/great-debate/2012/04/17/lets-stop-talking-about-a-double-dip-recession/)

Barely a day goes by without some expert publicly worrying whether or not the U.S. economy will fall into a “double-dip” recession. In a CNBC interview last September, investor George Soros said he thought the U.S. was already in one. Earlier this month, the former chief global strategist for Morgan Stanley cited an academic study to argue that “after every financial crisis there’s a long period of much slower growth and in almost every case you get a double dip.” Granted, this is a minority view; most economists are predicting sustained modest growth for the near future. Which makes sense, because while few are thrilled with the pace of comeback, the U.S. economy has grown for 11 consecutive quarters, beginning in mid-2009. But given that the recovery is approaching its third birthday, how far away from the Great Recession do we need to get before another downturn would be considered not a “second dip” but simply a separate recession instead? For all its ubiquity, there is no uniform definition of what a “double-dip” recession is; even the origins of the term are hazy. One analyst wrote in a 2010 research note that the term dates from about 1994, when there was concern about sliding back into the 1991 recession. But Safire’s Political Dictionary traces the term to a 1975 BusinessWeek article, attributing it to an unidentified economist in the Ford administration. (Tellingly, the “double dip” the government feared back then did not actually materialize.) Much of what is meant by “double-dip” recession is intuitively clear: It’s what happens when a recovery is so feeble that, soon enough, an economy sinks back into contraction. It’s the “soon enough” part that no one can agree on. Investopedia defines double dip as “when gross domestic product growth slides back to negative after a quarter or two of positive growth.” If that were the case, fear of a double dip would long ago have subsided. Of course, an imprecise term need not be useless. There can be good conceptual and historical reasons for associating an economic downturn with one that preceded it. Many Americans naturally think of the Great Depression as a single, sustained economic horror that began with the stock crash of 1929 and didn’t end until the U.S. entered World War Two at the end of 1941. Technically, that’s not true; the U.S. economy actually began growing in 1933 and continued to grow until 1937, when a second dip hit. But the economy had shrunk so severely in the first dip that it never got back to its pre-’29 level by the time it began contracting again – which redeems the popular fusion of two recessions separated by a weak recovery into one Great Depression. Some economists have claimed, more contentiously, that nearly back-to-back recessions in 1980 and 1981-82 qualified as first and second dips. But that’s not what’s happened this time around. According to the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), the American economy bottomed out in the Great Recession in the second quarter of 2009, when GDP sank to $13.85 trillion, a shrinkage of about 3.9 percent from the then-all-time high a year before of $14.42 trillion. Since then, we’ve far surpassed that previous high-water mark, with current GDP at $15.32 trillion. One way to think about this: The distance between where we are now and the previous high of 2008 is greater than the distance between that 2008 peak and the 2009 trough. Even using what BEA calls “chained 2005 dollars” (in other words, accounting for inflation), current GDP is higher now than it has ever been. Why, then, do we keep hearing about a double dip, instead of a new recession? Part of the reason seems to be psychological, a sense that weaknesses that were manifest in the Great Recession – slow job growth, too much reliance on Federal Reserve activity – have not been fully addressed. As Alan Levenson, chief economist for T. Rowe Price, told me: “A turnaround always looks like a struggle. Each time we live through a slowdown, we feel like the economy can never grow again.” The fear of a double dip is also a potent political weapon. On the right, commentators and politicians seek to stoke fear about a renewed economic downturn as a way of “proving” that Barack Obama’s economic policies have failed; the argument is: “No, he didn’t create the economic crisis, but he made it worse.” On the left, it’s useful to remind Americans of the past economic crisis as a way of repudiating Republican economic policy; the argument is: “We’d better not go down that road again.” In both cases, appealing to fear hits harder because our economic pain still seems so close – not some as-yet-unknown future downturn. Ironically, as Levenson points out, if the U.S. economy does slow down – which he’s not predicting for 2012 – it will probably have little or nothing to do with fiscal or monetary policy. Rather, it will more likely come from some external shock, such as skyrocketing oil prices or a renewed European meltdown. That probably won’t prevent people from calling it a double dip, but it really is time to put the Great Recession behind us and see any future recession for what it truly is.

2. Infrastructure spending cannot stimulate effectively – no new employment – its delayed – and too long term

Rugy 11 (Veronique de Rugy is a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University. Her primary research interests include the federal budget, homeland security, taxation, tax competition, and financial privacy issues. FEDERAL INFRASTRUCTURE SPENDING: NEITHER A GOOD STIMULUS NOR A GOOD INVESTMENT NOVEMBER 16, 2011, Veronique de Rugy Senior Research Fellow Joint Economic Committee Hearing on the Impact of Infrastructure on the Manufacturing Sector, http://mercatus.org/sites/default/files/publication/Federal%20Infrastructure%20Spending%20-%20Neither%20a%20Good%20Stimulus%20Nor%20a%20Good%20Investment.pdf)

Today I would like to address three important issues. First, infrastructure spending is a particularly bad vehicle for stimulus. Second, while no one disputes the value of good infrastructure, public work projects typically suffer from massive cost overruns, waste, fraud, and abuse. Finally, some alternatives to a federal investment in infrastructure exist, such as public private partnerships, privatization, or simple devolution to the states. Section 1. Infrastructure spending can’t stimulate the economy According to Keynesian economic theory, a fall in demand causes a fall in spending. Since one person’s spending is someone else’s income, a fall in demand makes a nation poorer. When that poorer nation prudently cuts back on spending, it sets off yet another wave of falling income. So, a big shock to consumer spending or business confidence can set off waves of job losses and layoffs. Can anything stop this cycle? Keynesians say yes: government spending can take the place of private spending during a crisis. If the government increases its own spending, it will create new jobs. These new workers should consume more, and businesses should then buy more machines and equipment to meet the demands of government and the revitalized public. This increase in gross domestic product is what economists call the multiplier effect. It means that one dollar of government spending will end up creating more than a dollar of new national income. This spending can . take a number of forms: public service employment, cash transfers, state revenue sharing, or infrastructure projects. As it turns out, as appealing as the Keynesian story sounds, there is little consensus among economists about its accuracy. Moreover, a survey of the economic literature on the impact of infrastructure spending on the economy reveals that economists are far from having reached a consensus about the actual returns on such spending. 3 In this paper, my colleague Matt Mitchell and I discover that some respected economists find large positive multipliers (every dollar in government spending means more than a dollar of economic growth) but others find negative multipliers (every dollar spend hurts the economy). 4 The range is wide, going from 3.7 to -2.88. 5 While this diversity of opinion could be explained in part by the wide range of circumstances in which stimulus might be applied (open or closed economy, fixed or flexible exchange rates, level of countries’ indebtedness, the level of interest rates, whether or not the stimulus spending is temporary or permanent, and whether or not it is a large or a small stimulus …), 6 nonetheless, as a recent International Monetary Fund (IMF) working paper puts it, “Economists have offered an embarrassingly wide range of estimated multipliers.” 7 However, the most important reasons to be skeptical about further stimulus—particularly infrastructure stimulus—have to do with the way it is implemented. 8 As a general rule, the studies that obtain large multipliers do so by assuming that stimulus funds will be distributed just as Keynesian theory says they ought to be. In the words of Keynesian economist and former presidential economic advisor Lawrence Summers, fiscal stimulus “can be counterproductive if it is not timely, targeted, and temporary.” 9 Infrastructure spending cannot fulfill these criteria. Infrastructure spending is not timely By nature, infrastructure spending is not timely. Even when the money is available, it can be months, if not years, before it is spent. This is because infrastructure projects involve planning, bidding, contracting, construction, and evaluation. 10 According to the GAO, as of June 2011, 95 percent of the $45 billion in Department of Transportation infrastructure stimulus money had been appropriated, but only 62 percent ($28 billion) had actually been spent. 11 Infrastructure spending is not targeted Second, the only thing harder than getting the money out the door promptly is properly targeting spending for stimulative effect. Data from Recovery.gov shows that stimulus money in general—and infrastructure funds in particular—were not targeted to those areas with the highest rate in unemployment, something correct application of the Keynesian theory demands as the idea is that stimulus spending gives the economy a jolt by employing idle people, firms, and equipment. 12 However, even properly aimed infrastructure spending might have failed to stimulate the economy. Many of the areas hardest hit by the recession are in decline because they have been producing goods and services that are not, and may never be, in great demand. Therefore, the overall value added by improving the roads and other infrastructure in these areas is likely to be lower than if the new infrastructure were located in growing areas that might have relatively low unemployment but greater demand for more roads, schools, and other types of long-term infrastructure. 13 Perhaps more importantly, unemployment rates among specialists, such as those with the skills to build roads or schools, are often relatively low. And it is unlikely that an employee specialized in residential-area construction can easily update his or her skills to include building highways. As a result, we can expect that firms receiving stimulus funds will hire their workers away from other construction sites where they were employed, rather than plucking the jobless from the unemployment rolls. This is what economists call “crowding out.” Except that in this case, labor, not capital, is being crowded out. New data from Mercatus Center professor Garret Jones and AEI staffer Dan Rothschild confirm that companies and governments used stimulus money to poach a plurality of workers from other organizations rather than hiring them from the unemployment lines. 14 Based on extensive field research—over 1,300 anonymous, voluntary responses from managers and employees—Jones and Rothschild bring to light the fact that less than half of the workers hired with stimulus funds were unemployed at the time they were hired. A majority were hired directly from other organizations, with just a handful coming from school or outside the labor force. In email correspondence, Garrett Jones further explains that during recessions most employers who lose workers to poaching decline to fill the vacant positions—leaving unemployment essentially unchanged. Infrastructure spending isn’t temporary Finally, even in Keynesian models, stimulus is only effective as a short-run measure. In fact, Keynesians also call for surpluses during an upswing. 15 In reality, however, the political process prefers to implement the first Keynesian prescription (deficit-financed spending) but not the second (surpluses to pay off the debt). 16 The inevitable result is a persistent deficit that, year-in, year-out, adds to the national debt. 17 A review of historical stimulus efforts has shown that temporary stimulus spending tends to linger and that two years after an initial stimulus, 95 percent of the spending surge remains. 18 To be sure, a certain amount of public spending on public works is necessary to perform essential government functions. But spending on roads, rails, and bridges as a means of providing employment or creating economic growth is unlikely to be effective. 


3. American competitiveness inevitable

Yetiv 12

8 reasons America is not in decline http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2012/0306/8-reasons-America-is-not-in-decline/US-still-has-most-competitive-major-economy-in-the-world Steve Yetiv, political science professor at Old Dominion University 3/6/12

1. US still has most competitive major economy in the world. The stakes in the debate on American decline are big. Exaggerated views of demise can create a self-fulfilling prophecy at home, encourage global troublemakers, and produce world economic and strategic instability. Let’s set the record straight. America has had the most competitive major economy in the world over the past several years, according to the World Economic Forum. Only the small states of Switzerland, Sweden, Finland, and Singapore sometimes eclipse it. Even the European Union countries are now looking to America to help them out of their debt crisis, as ironic as that may sound. 2. US has world’s best entrepreneurs and most Fortune 500 companies. It has the world’s best entrepreneurs and by far the highest number of Fortune 500 companies. It remains at the forefront of the technologies of the future, such as biotechnology and nanotechnology, and has the advantage in cyberspace, even though it has fallen behind in some other areas, like green technologies. 3. US remains world’s leading magnet for immigrants. It remains by far the world’s leading magnet for immigrants, allowing it to draw on millions of bright, hardworking people. It’s hard to exaggerate such brain power, which constantly helps renew the country. 4. US has many trustworthy allies. It has trustworthy allies in NATO, the EU, the Group of 20 industrialized countries, and elsewhere that usually help it meet national and international goals. Contrast that with, let’s say, China and Russia. They suspect each other and often lack such global support. 5. US has weakened adversaries. It benefits because most of its adversaries are largely constrained and less threatening than they used to be. North Korea is a pariah. Syria is on the ropes. Hugo Chávez is not well liked and is ailing. Fidel Castro is a has-been. Saddam Hussein and Osama bin Laden are dead. The Soviet Union is gone. Those are tectonic shifts in world politics that we rarely appreciate in full. America also possesses a military that is far ahead of its rivals, allowing the US to operate at great distances in unique ways. Difficulties in Iraq and Afghanistan are not a commentary on US military capability, but on strategy and the challenges of nation-building. 6. US has vast energy resources. It lacks a comprehensive energy policy, but it has more energy resources than any major country, except Russia. The US is also less dependent on oil than most great powers. That’s important in a world where energy is becoming increasingly central. 7. US is leader in global move toward democracy. It has spearheaded the global move toward democracy, which has been on the march in the past 100 years – not communism, fascism, Nazism, autocracy, radical Islamism, or any other forms of governance. According to sophisticated rankings, America ranks third in soft power – the ability to attract others due to culture and policies, marginally behind France and Britain (China clocked in at No. 17). 8. US colleges and universities top global rankings. The US trails badly in K-12 education – a huge problem – but its universities, especially at the graduate level, dominate the global rankings.

4. The bank would have little impact by 2017 – delayed investment and bureaucracy

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Obama’s Peculiar Obsession with Infrastructure Banks Will Not Aid Economic Revival , August 30, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/08/using-infrastructure-banks-to-spur-economic-recovery)

Although Obama has yet to offer any legislation to implement his “bank,” infrastructure bank bills introduced by Senator John Kerry (D–MA) and Representative Rosa DeLauro (D–CT) illustrate the time-consuming nature of creating such a bank, suggesting more than a year or two will pass before the first dollar of a grant or loan is dispersed to finance a project.[8] Both the DeLauro and Kerry bills are—appropriately—concerned with their banks’ bureaucracy, fussing over such things as detailed job descriptions for the new executive team, how board members will be appointed, duties of the board, duties of staff, space to be rented, creating an orderly project solicitation process, an internal process to evaluate, negotiate, and award grants and loans, and so on. Indicative of just how bureaucracy-intensive these “banks” would be, the Obama plan proposes that $270 million be allocated to conduct studies, administer his new bank, and pay the 100 new employees hired to run it. By way of contrast, the transportation component of the ARRA worked through existing and knowledgeable bureaucracies at the state, local, and federal levels. Yet despite the staff expertise and familiarity with the process, as of July 2011—two and a half years after the enactment of ARRA—38 percent of the transportation funds authorized have yet to be spent and are still sitting in the U.S. Treasury, thereby partly explaining ARRA’s lack of impact. Infrastructure “Banks” No Source of Economic Growth The President’s ongoing obsession with an infrastructure bank as a source of salvation from the economic crisis at hand is—to be polite about it—a dangerous distraction and a waste of his time. It is also a proposal that has consistently been rejected by bipartisan majorities in the House and Senate transportation and appropriations committees, and for good reason. Based on the ARRA’s dismal and remarkably untimely performance, Obama’s infrastructure bank would likely yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity—a prospect woefully at odds with the economic challenges confronting the nation

6. Economic collapse doesn’t cause war 

Ferguson 6 

(Niall Ferguson is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University,  September/October 2006, “ The Next War of the World”,http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61916/niall-ferguson/the-next-war-of-the-world) 

  Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.
7. Nothing about the competitiveness theory makes sense – positive sum games are more likely in a globalized world

Mitschke 8 (Andreas Mitschke, ‘The Influence of National Competition Policy on the International Competitiveness of Nations, 2008 Pg. 104-105) 
An early and well-known critic of using the concept of international competitiveness with reference to nations is Krugman338. His point of view is characteristic for many opponents of the concept of macroeconomic competitiveness who state that a macroeconomic competitiveness of nations does not exist. The concept is rejected because of the following reasons. Firstly, according to the Ricardian theory of comparative advantages, every country always has ‘a comparative advantage in something’339 so that competitiveness of nations is a largely meaningless concept.340 Chapter 3.1.3 has shown the weak points of this argumentation. Secondly, nations can not go bankrupt. While firms have to go out of business when they do not fulfil their liabilities to pay, countries only become poorer: ;Countries . . . do not go out of business. They may be happy or unhappy with their economic performance, but they have a well-defined bottom line’341. Thirdly, the international competitiveness of domestic enterprises can have a negative influence on the competitiveness of other domestic enterprises, for example in case that the increasing competitiveness and productivity of a certain national industry leads to an upward revaluation of the exchange rate or an increase of wages so that other domestic industries, which do not achieve the same productivity gains but also have to pay increased wages and sell at higher prices, become less competitive.342Fourthly, countries do not economically compete against eachother.343Instead, at the end of the day, only companies do compete in a zero-sum game because they are judged on their performances on global markets so that the competitiveness debate finally should be given up in favour of a mere microeconomic productivity concept. Besides the fundamental assumption of economic theory that ‘trade between a country and the rest of the world tends to be balanced, particularly over the long term’344, global trade can be regarded as a positive-sum game. This means that, in most cases, countries benefit from the welfare gains of foreign countries so that there is no rivalry and competition between countries, except for status and power.345 Indeed, quite the reverse, modern open economies’ welfare depends on the positive economic development of other countries, especially in times of economic slowdown or crisis. If a certain country grows, possibly faster than the others, then the global markets will expand and all foreign trading partners will benefit from the availability of better or cheaper products and from more favourable terms of trade. 346 Consequently, there are neither winners nor losers. The false and illogical idea to increase the welfare and international competitiveness of a country by means of national policy is based on the wrong idea that world economy would amount to a zero-sum game so that every country would have to increase its welfare and competitiveness at the expense of other countries. Krugman explicitly warns that this could cause the return of a ‘dangerous obsession’, which means protectionism, industrial policy, and other kinds of bad governmental policy, based on false and negative political attitudes and ideas against free trade and resulting in the waste of money. This would cause harm both to consumers, tax-payers, and to the development of the domestic economy. There are at least two reasons for these negative effects. Firstly, governments do not know which industries or companies have good prospects for the future. Furthermore, even in case that the government knew about the future prospects of industries or companies, all attempts to support their international competitiveness would have negative and selective effects. Secondly, every form of strategic trade and beggar-thy-neighbour policies would harm international competitors as a result in retaliatory measures. This would finally end in a negative-sum game. These arguments against the term ‘international competitiveness of nations’ have not convinced all economists because of several shortcomings. The following chapter will criticize these arguments by describing the proponents’ view on international competitiveness. 

8. America will never decline – Heg is inevitable and past economic downturns meant nothing
Kagan 12 (Robert, Not Fade Away The myth of American decline. Robert Kagan, January 11, 2012, http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,4)

SOME OF THE ARGUMENTS for America’s relative decline these days would be more potent if they had not appeared only in the wake of the financial crisis of 2008. Just as one swallow does not make a spring, one recession, or even a severe economic crisis, need not mean the beginning of the end of a great power. The United States suffered deep and prolonged economic crises in the 1890s, the 1930s, and the 1970s. In each case, it rebounded in the following decade and actually ended up in a stronger position relative to other powers than before the crisis. The 1910s, the 1940s, and the 1980s were all high points of American global power and influence. Less than a decade ago, most observers spoke not of America’s decline but of its enduring primacy. In 2002, the historian Paul Kennedy, who in the late 1980s had written a much-discussed book on “the rise and fall of the great powers,” America included, declared that never in history had there been such a great “disparity of power” as between the United States and the rest of the world. Ikenberry agreed that “no other great power” had held “such formidable advantages in military, economic, technological, cultural, or political capabilities.... The preeminence of American power” was “unprecedented.” In 2004, the pundit Fareed Zakaria described the United States as enjoying a “comprehensive uni-polarity” unlike anything seen since Rome. But a mere four years later Zakaria was writing about the “post-American world” and “the rise of the rest,” and Kennedy was discoursing again upon the inevitability of American decline. Did the fundamentals of America’s relative power shift so dramatically in just a few short years? The answer is no. Let’s start with the basic indicators. In economic terms, and even despite the current years of recession and slow growth, America’s position in the world has not changed. Its share of the world’s GDP has held remarkably steady, not only over the past decade but over the past four decades. In 1969, the United States produced roughly a quarter of the world’s economic output. Today it still produces roughly a quarter, and it remains not only the largest but also the richest economy in the world. People are rightly mesmerized by the rise of China, India, and other Asian nations whose share of the global economy has been climbing steadily, but this has so far come almost entirely at the expense of Europe and Japan, which have had a declining share of the global economy. Optimists about China’s development predict that it will overtake the United States as the largest economy in the world sometime in the next two decades. This could mean that the United States will face an increasing challenge to its economic position in the future. But the sheer size of an economy is not by itself a good measure of overall power within the international system. If it were, then early nineteenth-century China, with what was then the world’s largest economy, would have been the predominant power instead of the prostrate victim of smaller European nations. Even if China does reach this pinnacle again—and Chinese leaders face significant obstacles to sustaining the country’s growth indefinitely—it will still remain far behind both the United States and Europe in terms of per capita GDP. Military capacity matters, too, as early nineteenth-century China learned and Chinese leaders know today. As Yan Xuetong recently noted, “military strength underpins hegemony.” Here the United States remains unmatched. It is far and away the most powerful nation the world has ever known, and there has been no decline in America’s relative military capacity—at least not yet. Americans currently spend less than $600 billion a year on defense, more than the rest of the other great powers combined. (This figure does not include the deployment in Iraq, which is ending, or the combat forces in Afghanistan, which are likely to diminish steadily over the next couple of years.) They do so, moreover, while consuming a little less than 4 percent of GDP annually—a higher percentage than the other great powers, but in historical terms lower than the 10 percent of GDP that the United States spent on defense in the mid-1950s and the 7 percent it spent in the late 1980s. The superior expenditures underestimate America’s actual superiority in military capability. American land and air forces are equipped with the most advanced weaponry, and are the most experienced in actual combat. They would defeat any competitor in a head-to-head battle. American naval power remains predominant in every region of the world.

2NC Heg/Competitiveness Advantage

Ext. no Double Dip

No risk of double dip – their evidence is the minorty– growth has continued for 11 consecutive quarters –– if it does slow down it will have nothing to do with US policy but outside factors like the EU debt crisis

That’s Ledbetter 12 

No double dip – the fed will ensure employment rises

Robb 12 (Greg Robb, Writer for  MarketWatch, Bernanke doesn’t expect double-dip recession The Fed Holds door open for more easing July 18, 2012|http://articles.marketwatch.com/2012-07-18/economy/32723690_1_board-chairman-ben-bernanke-double-dip-recession-libor-interest-rate)

WASHINGTON (MarketWatch) — The economy isn’t likely to slide back into recession, Federal Reserve Board Chairman Ben Bernanke said Wednesday in his second day of questioning by lawmakers. “At this point we don’t see a double-dip recession — we see continued moderate growth,” Bernanke said in testimony to the House Financial Services panel. On Tuesday, Bernanke presented a pessimistic outlook on the economy to the Senate Banking Committee. Read story on Tuesday’s testimony. He did not stray far from his first day’s testimony, where he said the Fed is still not sure yet whether the labor market is “stuck in the mud” and in need of more assistance. If the Fed believes the labor market needs help, it will not hesitate to act, he said. “I don’t want to imply that we’ve done everything we can. We may do more in the future,” Bernanke said. “It may be possible that we will take additional action if we conclude we are not making progress towards higher levels of employment,” Bernanke said. Stocks were higher in trading on Wednesday with the Dow Industrial Average (US:DJIA) rising more than 100 points to 12,914. Analysts said there was a general sentiment that the Fed was ready, though in no rush, to inject more stimulus into the economy. Read Market Snashot. Libor case Lawmakers continued to press Bernanke on the Fed’s role in the manipulation of the Libor interest rate.

Ext. TI Stimulus bad

Infrastructure spending cannot stimulate effectively – 

Empirics prove the government cherry picks contractors who are currently employed resulting in no new jobs. It is also delayed and long term meaning that it cannot provide a SHORT AND TARGETED input of stimulus that is required.

That’s Rugy 11

Infrastructure cannot stimulate – too slow and not temporary

Rugy 11 (Veronique de Rugy is a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University. Her primary research interests include the federal budget, homeland security, taxation, tax competition, and financial privacy issues. Infrastructure Spending a Bad Bet for Job Creation

http://mercatus.org/features/infrastructure-spending-bad-bet-job-creation)

Veronique de Rugy testified before the Joint Economic Committee today about whether infrastructure spending is a good investment for job creation. Although infrastructure may be a good long-term investment, said de Rugy, it is a particularly bad vehicle for stimulus and will not boost short-term job growth. “According to economic research, fiscal stimulus can be counterproductive if it is not timely, targeted, and temporary,” said de Rugy. “By nature, infrastructure spending is not timely and very hard to target. Even when money is available, it can be months or even years before it’s spent.” Government-funded infrastructure projects often are not good investments either, said de Rugy, and tend to suffer from massive cost overruns, waste, fraud, and abuse. “Research shows that the political process encourages a systematic tendency to overestimate the benefit and underestimate the cost of infrastructure projects,” she said. “In other words, it’s not the best projects that get implemented but the ones that look the best on paper.”

Ext. Impact Defense

Extend Fergusen – there is no relationship to Economic downturn and war – WW2 does not prove, Germany went to war after growth.

Here is 3 more reasons

1--Studies prove

Miller 2k (Morris, Economist, Adjunct Professor in the Faculty of Administration – University of Ottawa, Former Executive Director and Senior Economist – World Bank, “Poverty as a Cause of Wars?”, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Winter, p. 273)

 -  Miller cites 93 episodes of crisis showing there was no relationship to economic decline and war 

 -  Prefer our evidence it is conclusive and based of empirical studies, theirs is speculative.

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that

exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

2--No resources

Duedney 91 (Daniel, Hewlett Fellow in Science, Technology, and Society – Princeton University, “Environment and Security: Muddled Thinking?”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, April)

-
Countries who are in a recession are deterred from war, they do not want to spend resources in an arms race when their people are starving

Poverty wars.  In a second scenario, declining living standards first cause internal turmoil, then war. If groups at all levels of affluence protect their standard of living by pushing deprivation on other groups, class war and revolutionary upheavals could result. Faced with these pressures, liberal democracy and free market systems could increasingly be replaced by authoritarian systems capable of maintaining minimum order.9 If authoritarian regimes are more war-prone because they lack democratic control, and if revolutionary regimes are war-prone because of their ideological fervor and isolation, then the world is likely to become more violent. The record of previous depressions supports the proposition that widespread economic stagnation and unmet economic expectations contribute to international conflict.  Although initially compelling, this scenario has major flaws. One is that it is arguably based on unsound economic theory. Wealth is formed not so much by the availability of cheap natural resources as by capital formation through savings and more efficient production. Many resource-poor countries, like Japan, are very wealthy, while many countries with more extensive resources are poor. Environmental constraints require an end to economic growth based on growing use of raw materials, but not necessarily an end to growth in the production of goods and services. In addition, economic decline does not necessarily produce conflict. How societies respond to economic decline may largely depend upon the rate at which such declines occur. And as people get poorer, they may become less willing to spend scarce resources for military forces. As Bernard Brodie observed about the modern era, “The predisposing factors to military aggression are full bellies, not empty ones.” The experience of economic depressions over the last two centuries may be irrelevant, because such depressions were characterized by under-utilized production capacity and falling resource prices. In the 1930s increased military spending stimulated economies, but if economic growth is retarded by environmental constraints, military spending will exacerbate the problem.

Economic decline doesn’t cause war

Apps ’10 

( Peter Apps, Political Risk Correspondent for Reuters,  Jun 8, 2010, “ Crisis fuels unrest, crime, but war risk eases”, http://in.reuters.com/article/2010/06/08/idINIndia-49123220100608) 

The global financial crisis has made the world less peaceful by fuelling crime and civil unrest, a worldwide study showed on Tuesday, but the risk of outright armed conflict appears to be falling. The 2010 Global Peace Index -- which examines several dozen indicators from the crime rate to defence spending, conflicts with neighbouring states and respect for human rights -- showed an overall reduction in the level of peacefulness. The key drivers were a five percent rise in homicide, more violent demonstrations and a perceived greater fear of crime. "We have seen what looks like a direct impact from the crisis," Steve Killelea, the Australian entrepreneur behind the index, told Reuters. "At least some unrest is probably unavoidable but the important thing is to target measures to keep it to a minimum." That could mean ensuring any economic pain was equitably shared across society, he said, to maintain social cohesion. Perhaps as a result of the more cash-strapped times, defence spending as a percentage of gross domestic product was down to its lowest in four years with countries also showing generally better relations with their neighbours. "In most areas of the world, war risk seems to be declining," he said. "That is very important." The index is compiled by the Institute for Economics and Peace based on data From the Economist Intelligence Unit. They estimate violence costs the global economy $7 trillion a year. A 25 percent reduction in violence would save about $1.7 trillion a year, enough to pay off Greece's debt, fund the United Nations millennium development goals and pay for the European Union to reach its 2020 climate and carbon targets. "There are such clear economic benefits to peace and it is something investors are now looking at much more closely," he said, adding that some were using the index alongside the World Bank governance indicators and other key rating systems to inform investment decisions. NEW ZEALAND "MOST PEACEABLE" The struggling euro zone economies of Portugal, Ireland, Italy, Greece and Spain showed a particular rise in unrest risks, while Africa and the Middle East were the only two regions to have become safer since the survey began in 2007. Africa had seen a drastic fall in the number of armed conflicts and an improvement in relations between neighbours, he said, overshadowing the impact of greater crime. Better ratings for the Middle East and North Africa came primarily from improving relations between nations.

No war from economic collapse

Barnett ’09 

(Thomas P.M. Barnett,  Thomas P.M. Barnett is an American military geostrategist and Chief Analyst at Wikistrat,  24 Aug 2009, “ The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis”, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/4213/the-new-rules-security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis) SRK

 When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: *No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); *The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); *Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); *No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); *A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and *No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order. Do I expect to read any analyses along those lines in the blogosphere any time soon? Absolutely not. I expect the fantastic fear-mongering to proceed apace. That's what the Internet is for.
Ext. Competitiveness inevitable

Competitiveness not tied to infrastructure investment - Japan auto proves innovation is key

Hulten and Schwab 93

(Charles Hulten, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph. D, Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Senior Fellow at the Conference Board,  Robert Schwab, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph.D., National Tax Journal, “Infrastructure Spending: Where Do We Go From Here?”, September, 1993)

Thus, the international evidence strongly  suggests that inadequate infrastructure  spending is not the source of U.S. competitive problems as some critics have argued.  The great success of Japan’s auto industry  was not due to superior infrastructure capi-  tal, nor were Detroit’s problems due to a  deteriorating American infrastructure. The infrastructure in Japan is, in fact, no better  than in the United States and is probably  worse; recall that the Japanese hire people  to stuff people onto commuter trains at  rush hour. Japan auto producers were successful because they pioneered new production techniques, such as quality circles  and the just-in-time inventory system.  Moreover, the decline in the U.S. steel in-  ldustry was accelerated when the comple-  tion of one piece of infrastructure-the St.  Lawrence Seatway-allowed iron ore to be  ‘shipped to Japan, made into steel, and  ‘sold competitively on world markets.

Ext. Competitiveness theory false
Competitiveness is not zero sum – win-win trades exist

Prestowitz 94

Clyde V. Prestowitz, Jr., President of the Economic Strategy Institute, 7-94 “Playing To Win” (http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/50109/clyde-v-prestowitz-jr/playing-to-win)

Krugman contends that concern about competitiveness is silly because as a practical matter the major countries of the world are not in economic competition with each other. He attempts to prove this by making three points. First he argues that trade is not a zero-sum game. Trade between the United States and Japan is not like competition between Coca-Cola and Pepsi because whereas Pepsi's gain is almost always Coke's loss, the United States and its trading partners can both be winners through the dynamics of comparative advantage.

Competitiveness is not zero sum – it’s the result of non-relative productivity

Porter 5

Michael Porter, Jan 2005 Harvard University Professor and Director of the Center for Competitiveness, “What is Competitiveness?” http://www.iese.edu/en/ad/AnselmoRubiralta/Apuntes/Competitividad_en.html
Worldwide, the most intuitive definition of competitiveness is a country’s share of world markets for its products. This definition makes competitiveness a zero-sum game, because one country’s gain comes at the expense of others. This view of competitiveness is used to justify intervention to skew market outcomes in a nation’s favor (so-called industrial policy). It also underpins policies intended to provide subsidies, hold down local wages and devalue the nation’s currency, all aimed at expanding exports. In fact, it is still often said that lower wages or devaluation “make a nation more competitive.” Business leaders are drawn to the market-share view because these policies seem to address their immediate competitive concerns. Unfortunately, this intuitive view of competitiveness is deeply flawed, and acting on it works against national economic progress. The need for low wages reveals a lack of competitiveness, and holds down prosperity. Subsidies drain national income and bias choices away from the most productive use of the nation’s resources. Devaluation results in a collective national pay cut by discounting the products and services sold in world markets while raising the cost of the goods and services purchased from abroad. Exports based on low wages or a cheap currency, then, do not support an attractive standard of living. The world economy is not a zero-sum game. Many nations can improve their prosperity if they can improve their productivity. There are unlimited human needs to be met if productivity drives down the cost of products and productive work supports higher wages. Thus, the central challenge in economic development is how to create the conditions for rapid and sustained productivity growth. Microeconomic competitiveness should be the central item on the economic policy agenda of every nation. 

More evidence – positive economic developments don’t come at the cost of other nations growth

Schuller & Lidbom 9

Bernd-Joachim Schuller and Marie Lidbom, University of Skövde, Sweden, 2009

“COMPETITIVENESS OF NATIONS IN THE GLOBAL ECONOMY. IS EUROPE INTERNATIONALLY COMPETITIVE?” (http://www.ktu.lt/lt/mokslas/zurnalai/ekovad/14/1822-6515-2009-934.pdf)

In many countries, most of what is produced is generally also consumed there, which has been shown in the EU (Boschini & Eriksson, 2005). This makes the economy less susceptible to things happening in other countries. However, discussions on competitiveness often come with expressed concerns that positive economic developments in one part of the world are to a disadvantage for another part. This is not necessarily true. Suppose that the firms of an internationally trading country find ways which make them more competitive on the world market. This enables their products to be sold in larger amounts both on domestic and foreign markets, i.e. both domestic supply and exports grow. The increasing supply and demand of domestically produced goods and services boost the circular flow of income in the economy as productivity is rising. Consequently, both public and private incomes increase. Saving, investment, consumption, export, but even import will rise. Thus, positive economic developments in one part of the world are not automatically a disadvantage for other parts 5 . It should be clear from the discussion that national competitiveness is not a zero-sum game, but rather a plus-sum game – success breeds success. As mentioned before, countries engaging in international trade have the possibility to grow beyong their production potential, and raise average productivity. This gives an opportunity to all participants in international trade to gain. A country should not be seen as a gigantic firm. Running an economy differs obviously a lot from managing a firm. As discussed above, a firm not being able to make profits will soon be forced out of the market, unless it improves its performance. But since trade between countries is not profit driven, nations do not have a distinct bottom line. In a democracy with bad economic outlook, the individuals have the choice to vote and to express their disappointment by not re-electing the ruling government. A nation going bancrupt is virtually unheard of 6.

Competitiveness is not zero sum

Martin 7

James R. Martin, 2007 Ph.D., CMA Professor Emeritus, University of South Florida “World Competitiveness Reports” http://maaw.info/WorldCompetitivenessReports.htm, ott

Part of the controversy related to the competitiveness reports is the term "competitiveness". As many economists have pointed out, countries do not compete the way companies compete. Countries trade with each other, but it is not a zero-sum game. All trading parties benefit. However, countries do provide the foundation needed for business organizations to compete in the global economy. Without a well developed infrastructure (e.g., roads, education systems, communication systems etc.), as well as well developed financial markets, technology, government support, and judicial systems, an economic system cannot support the development of competitive business organizations. How much government involvement is needed? This is an ongoing political controversy.

Competitiveness is not zero sum – growth in one nation increases opportunities for another

Reich 8

Robert Reich, Sep 8, 2008, former secretary of Labor under Clinton, now teaches at the University of California, Berkeley. “Why Economics Isn't A Zero-Sum Game: NEWSWEEK's Business Roundtable looks at the two faces of globalization, and whether the U.S. can stay ahead.”, ott ProQuest Search – accessed 7/17/12 

If we define the world's economic leader as the country with the biggest gross domestic product, China is on the way to claiming that prize. China has more than a billion people, and its middle class is growing quickly. But we shouldn't see this as a problem. The global economy isn't a zero-sum game where one country gains only if another one loses. As China grows, it will become an even larger market for our goods and services. It's also likely to be a continuing source of capital for us, buying our government bonds and holding reserves of our currency. Over the past decade we've lost the most ground in higher education. State legislatures have cut back funding to public colleges and universities, even though these schools host the lion's share of the nation's basic research and development, and teach 80 percent of American college students. Meanwhile, China and much of Europe are investing massively in higher education. Although we've lost manufacturing jobs, this is partly a result of success. About half of those jobs have been lost to new technology, robots and computer-controlled machine tools, which have replaced old-fashioned assembly lines, dramatically reducing the need for workers. In 1900, more than a third of Americans worked on farms; now, fewer than 5 percent do. The manufacturing sector is following this historical pattern. Meanwhile, we still lead in building intellectual property-products and services connected with the Internet, computer software, biotech, entertainment, marketing and finance. The increasing signs of antiglobalism sentiment are unsurprising given that the typical American got nothing out of the last economic expansion. Adjusted for inflation, the median wage is lower than it was in 2000, and jobs are less secure. Americans want to cast blame, and unfortunately, it's always easiest to blame foreigners-the people who trade with us, and migrate to this country. When isolationism last flourished here in the 1930s, it hurt the economy, and if it comes to dominate our thinking, it will hurt us again.

Countries do not compete – the economy is not a zero sum game

Krugman 94 (Paul Krugman, Professor of Economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession, 1994) (34)

How can this be in our interdependent world? Part of the answer is
 that the world is not as interdependent as you might think: countries are
 nothing at all like corporations. Even today, U.S. exports are only 10 per
 cent of the value—added in the economy (which is equal to GNP). That is,
 the United States is still almost 90 percent an economy that produces
 goods and services for its own use. By contrast, even the largest corporation sells hardly any of its output to its own workers; the “exports” of General Motors·-its sales to people who do not work there - are virtually all
 of its sales, which arc more than 2.5 times the corporations value—added.
 Moreover, countries do not compete with each other the way
 Corporations do. Coke and Pepsi are almost purely rivals; only a negligible fraction of Coca—Cola’s sales go to Pepsi workers, only a negligible Fraction of the goods Coca-Cola workers buy are Pepsi products.
 So if Pepsi is successful, it tends to be at Coke’s expense. But the major
 industrial countries, while they sell products that compete with each
 other, are also each other’s main export markets and each other`s main
 suppliers of useful imports. It the European economy does well, it
 need not be at US. expense; indeed, if anything a successful European economy is likely to help the U.S. economy by providing it with
 larger markets and selling it goods of superior quality at lower prices.
 International trade, then, is not a zero—sum game. When productivity rises in japan, the main result is a rise in Japanese real wages;
 American or European wages are in principle at least as likely to rise
 as to fall, and in practice seem to be virtually unaffected.
 It would be possible to belabor the point, but the moral is clear;
 while competitive problems could arise in principle, as a practical,
 empirical matter the major nations of the world are not to any significant degree in economic competition with each other. Of course,
 there is always a rivalry for status and power—countries that grow
 faster will see their political rank rise. So it is always interesting to com
pare countries. But asserting that Japanese growth diminishes U.S. status is very different from saying that it reduces the U.S. standard of living-and it is the latter that the rhetoric of competitiveness asserts.
 One can, of course, take the position that words mean what we want
 them to mean, that all are free, if they wish, to use the term “competitiveness” as a poetic way of saying productivity without actually implying that international competition has anything to do with it. But few
 writers on competitiveness would accept this view. They believe that
 the facts tell a very different story, that we live, as Lester Thurow put
 it in his best-selling book, Heudto Henna in a world of “win—lose” competition between the leading economies. How is this belief possible?

Turn – the plan causes recessions, financial crises, many wars, unemployment, depression, energy criscs and poor education

Shannon 6/07 

(John Shannon, Novelist – this is his fourth book on the economy – former Investment Advisor, 6/7/2012, “ Keynesian Economics, The Cancer in America”) 

 In the United States of America before 1910, there was no Keynesian Economics. The federal government, along with state and local government, did not interfere with free markets. The classical school of economics prevailed. The classical school of economic thought spread from Adam Smith and his book “The World of Nations” written in 1776. A lot of wonderful things were written 1776. The federal government punished crime, protected the country, and made laws to set the rules of the game, but did not interfere with the markets and the economy. The governing should uphold the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and the freedom and liberty of the people, but not interfere with the markets. The classical school of economics produced the greatest economic boom in recorded history, the Industrial Revolution, and the increase of the middle class from dirt-poor farmers. The first few years of the Twentieth Century showed a nation with an unlimited economic potential. This 150 years of growing wealth and prosperity brought with it the seeds of its own destruction: Keynesian Economics, Keynesian economists and Keynesian politicians - before Lord Keynes was even born. Because Keynesianism is just a masquerade for big government, and big government is just a masquerade for theft and corruption in the name of helping others (as you help yourself), Keynesian Economics was seen by liberal politicians like President Woodrow Wilson and Teddy Roosevelt as a new tickct to unlimited power, status, control, notoriety, and wealth ... at the expense of, and in the name of helping, the American people. As these two presidents expanded the power oi the lederal government with the income tax, the Federal Reserve and other federal agencies, classical economics was being dismantled. Slowly the federal government and the Federal Reserve, within a few short years, created instability in the banking system, a depression, two world wars, and a growing threat to the nation created in 1776. 'Fhc Keynesians found of patsy and a hero. The hero was John Maynard Keynes, whom the Keynesians named their new economic philosophy after; the patsy was the classical school of economics Adam Smith. The Keynesians blamed the free markets and capitalism for all the problems that the Keynesians themselves created. The American people, who are not being taught economics in school and are influenced by the propaganda of the Keynesians themselves, really did not know that the Keynesians who pulled the shirts over their heads were the ones beating the hell out of them. Keynesians Economics got a massive shot of steroids during the President Franklin Roosevelt administration. The next shot of steroids came during the President Johnson administration of the 1960s. With that shot of steroids, the federal government became a superhero just like the “Green Goblin”. President Jimmy Carter and all presidents after and excluding president Ronald Reagan continued with the steroid injections. Current president for life Barack Obama has given so many shots of steroids to himself and to the federal government that he has created a new superhero “Two-Face". Today Keynesian Economics has created a government, lederal, state and local, that is 50% of the economy. That is unbelievable!!!! That is unbelievable!!!! That is unbelievable!!!! And a super villain “Two-Face”, which is President Obama and the federal government has, with the lapdog Keynesian news media, convinced the American public it has a revenue problem. That is unbelievable!!!! Keynesian Economics has given America a massive federal debt, dysfunctional family units, high crime rate, recessions, financial crises, the Federal Reserve, the IRS tax code, open borders, many wars (only government can create wars), inflation, unemployment, welfare (to the lazy not the needy), cronie capitalism, prohibition, depression, debasement of the currency, energy criscs, useless public school system, NAFTA, US manufacturing outsourcing to foreign countries, ObamaCare, Solyndra, 1970s bussing, Alan Greenspan, the Chevy Volt, Korea Gate, moral decay, the Cold War, a large corrupt government, and a very unstable globe ... militarily, politically, economically, and financially. 1 guess John Maynard Keynes, John Kenneth Galbraith, and Professor Paul Samuelson saw the world before they had their effects on it - when they expressed such optimism. I can prove that Keynesian Economics, which is the key word for Big Government is the cause of all these problems. Now I will list some ol the things the government can and should do right without interfering with the free market and classical economics. The government can have the strongest military in the world, a fair and just judicial system, a small yet efficient government that ensures products are safe, food is inspected, and air and water is clean. Massive accomplishments can be done with a small, effective and efficient government that ensures rules of the game are adhered to and steps back and allows the free markets to accomplish the goals of humanity in a far better way than the best laid plans of mice, men and liberals. Keynesian Economics is destroying America because it definitely makes government bigger and bigger. A bigger and bigger government chokes off and collapses the private sector ... just as government will collapse itself. Power corrupts, and absolute power corrupts absolutely. The bigger and bigger government gets, the more the people lose their freedom and their liberty. The bigger and bigger agencies within the government get, the more corrupt, inefficient and useless it becomes. For example: Years ago, when small, the SEC was a watchdog of the securities industry. In 2007 to 2008 they totally missed the largest financial crisis in history while watching porn on their computers. Many other government agencies formed to protcct the consumer are now so massive in size they protect the special interests of the companies they are supposed to watch. 'Ihc most important way Keynesian Economics is destroying America is through its crippling effect on a free-market economy, its crippling effect on freedom, and its crippling effect on capitalism. “In the long run we will all be Communists” — a misquote from John Maynard Keynes. I can prove that Keynesian Economics creates big government and big  government creates big problems! 7h is is a fact! This is a truth! And this is a problem! Does anyone not see the direct correlation between big government and big problems in America? The economy, the socicty, the values, the morals ... all dccline as government grows and gets involved. Since the 1960s government has been massively growing to a point of 50% of GDP for federal, state and local spending. America has been failing since the 1960s because government has grown to 50% of the economy. And government has grown to 50% of the economy because of Keynesian Economics. Keynesian Economics is the tool that government uses to expand itself. 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act proves stimulus doesn’t work – it killed 1,226,000 productive private sector jobs while only creating 443 thousand government jobs

Conley and Dupor ’11 

( Timothy Conley and Bill Dupor, Timothy Conley is an associate professor at the Department of Economics, University of Western Ontario, Canada, Bill Dupor is an associate professor of economics at Ohio State Unvierstiy,  May 17, 2011, “The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act: Public Sector Jobs Saved, Private Sector Jobs Forestalled”, http://web.econ.ohio-state.edu/dupor/arra10_may11.pdf) 

**HELP services  =  health, (private) education, professional and business services 

 Table 4 reports the jobs effect of ARRA aid for the four employment categories, both with and without the fungibility restriction imposed. Each estimate uses the outlaid amount, includes the same forty-six states, twelve control variables and all five instruments. The table reports estimates of the thousands of jobs that existed in September of 2010 that would have not existed (i.e. jobs saved or created) had the Act not been implemented. A negative enumber implies that the ARRA destroyed or prevented employment growth in that sector over the period. The bracketed pair of numbers beneath each estimate correspond to its 90% confidence interval. First, our point estimate states that government employment (non-Federal) was 443 thousand persons greater than it would have been in absence of the Act, as seen in Table 4. This is the only sector where we see a strong positive employment effect of ARRA aid. The estimate is consistent with the raw data represented visually in Figure 4. This figure shows that states with weak budget positions, after including ARRA aid, saw falling government employment. Intuitively, state and local governments with declining tax revenue (that was not replaced with ARRA aid) either cut or else did not increase government hiring. In our counterfactual world without the Act, all states would have been forced to take the same action of firing and not filling job openings—resulting in significant government jobs lost. On the other hand, employment in HELP services is 772 thousand persons lower because of the Act. This is consistent with the raw data represented visually in Figure 5. States with weak budget positions, after including ARRA aid, tended to have greater employment growth in the HELP service sector. The employment effects for the other two sectors are smaller. Non-HELP services employment was 92,000 persons greater because of the Act; however, the lower bound of the confidence interval is -347 thousand. Next, goods-producing employment was reduced by 362 thousand workers. The upper bound of its confidence interval was positive 218 thousand. A second way to report the jobs effect is directly as the elasticity of employment growth with respect to ARRA aid (specifically, OFFSET). This coefficient, for each of the sectors, appears in Table 5 in two cases: fungibility is imposed, a from equation (3.1) and fungibility is not imposed, b from equation (3.2). This elasticity equals 0.139 for the government employment sector when fungibility is imposed. In words, this means that a one-percent increase in ARRA outlays relative to the state’s pre-recession revenue results in employment that is 13.9% greater in September 2010. The corresponding elasticity for the HELP service sector is negative -0.096. Table 5 also tells us that the data does not reject the fungibility restriction. Under the heading “fungibility restriction not imposed,” we see the elasticity estimates when b is not required to equal d. Examining the government column, the elasticity for the ARRA outlay-based offset equals 0.149 and the elasticity for −LOSS equals 0.206. Taking into account the standard errors of the estimates, these two values are very close. Formally, the Chi-squared statistic for the test is sufficiently low that we fail to reject fungibility at all conventional significance levels. This failure to reject fungibility also holds for the other sectors. Moreover, our finding of jobs forestalled for the three private sectors is maintained even when the fungibility restriction is not imposed (although the precision of the estimates fall). What can explain our two findings that (a) the ARRA has created/saved government jobs, [Tables omitted] (b) the ARRA has may have forestalled at least some private sector jobs (in particular those in the HELP service sector)? Finding (a) has a straightforward explanation. First, a significant part of the ARRA is aimed directly at saving government jobs and services, e.g. the $53.6 billion State Fiscal Stabilization Fund. Second, states have found ways to use ARRA dollars (not directly intended for government salaries) to free up state funds for other uses. Several examples based on U.S. Dept. of Transportation programs are presented in Section 2. Freed-up state monies can in turn be used for government hiring and retention. Finding (b) might be partially explained by a ‘crowding out’ effect. In the absence of the ARRA, many government employees would have found jobs in the private sector. Governement workers tend to be well educated. In 2006, the most recent available data, 49% of state and 47% percent of local government workers had at least a bachelor’s degree,35 for private sector workers this proportion is only 25%. The labor market for well-educated individuals was relatively strong during and after the recession. In September of 2010, the unemployment rate among persons with at least a bachelor’s degree was only 4.5%; on the other hand, versus 10% for high school graduates with no college. The spread in unemployment rates across different educational attainment categories was fairly constant during and after the recession. The HELP services sector employs much more educated workers than our other two private sectors36, is thus relatively strong as seen in Figure 2, and could plausibly have absorbed large numbers of these counter-factually unemployed workers. 
Ext. Heg Inevitable

Extend Kagan 12 – US hegemony is inevitable despite economic downturn

Even if they win crisis - Economic power is not key to hegemony 

Kapila 10 (Dr. Subhash Kapila is an International Relations and Strategic Affairs analyst and the Consultant for Strategic Affairs with South Asia Analysis Group and a graduate of the Royal British Army Staff College with a Masters in Defence Science and a PhD in Strategic Studies., “21st Century: Strategically A Second American Century With Caveats,” June 26, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201006263919/21st-century-strategically-a-second-american-century-with-caveats.html)

Strategically, the 20th Century was decidedly an American Century. United States strategic, military, political and economic predominance was global and undisputed. In the bi-polar global power structure comprising the United States and the Former Soviet Union it was the United States which globally prevailed.  The 20th Century's dawn was marked by the First World War which marked the decline of the old European colonial powers, noticeably Great Britain.  The Second World War marked the total eclipse of Great Britain and other colonial powers.  The United States replaced Great Britain as the new global superpower.  The 20th Century's end witnessed the end of the Cold War, with the disintegration of the Former Soviet Union as the United States strategic challenger and counter-vailing power.  On the verge of the new millennium the United States strode the globe like a colossus as the sole global super power.  With a decade of the 21st Century having gone past, many strategic and political analysts the world over have toyed with projections that United States global predominance is on the decline, and that the 21st Century will not be a second American Century.  Having toyed, with such projections, these analysts however shy away from predicting whose century the 21st Century will strategically be?  The trouble with such projections is that they are based predominantly on analyses of economic trends and financial strengths and less on detailed analyses of strategic and military strengths, and more significantly strategic cultures.  Presumably, it is easier for such analysts to base trends on much quoted statistical data.  Strategic analysis of global predominance trends is a more complex task in the opinion of the Author, as it cannot be based on statistical data analysis. Global predominance trends need unravelling of strategic cultures of contending powers, the reading of national intentions and resolve and the inherent national strengths and willpower demonstrated over a considerable time  span of half-centuries and centuries.  Crisply put, one needs to remember that in the 1980's, Japan and Germany as "economic superpowers" could not emerge as global superpowers. Hence global predominance calls for more than economic strengths. The United States getting strategically bogged down in Iraq and Afghanistan in the first decade of the 21st Century has not led to any noticeable decline in American global predominance. Despite Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States reigns supreme globally even in East Asia where China could have logically challenged it. More significantly, and normally forgotten, is the fact that the off-quoted shift of global and economic power from the West to East was facilitated by United States massive financial direct investments in China, Japan, South Korea and India.  China quoted as the next superpower to rival the United States would be economically prostate, should the United States surgically disconnect China's economic and financial linkages to the United States. More significantly, while examining the prospects of the 21st Century as a "Second American Century" it must be remembered that besides other factors, that out of the six multipolar contenders for global power, none except China have shown any indications to whittle down US global predominance.  Even China seems to be comfortable with US power as long as it keeps Japan in check.  This Paper makes bold to assert that the 21st Century would be a Second American Century despite China's challenge and the strategic distractions arising from the global Islamic flash-points. 
US hegemony is inevitable—we are too far ahead for anyone to catch up – and examining only economic output is flawed
Brooks and Wohforth 9 (Steven G. Brooks --AND-- William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professors of Government at Dartmouth College, 09

 “Reshaping the World Order,” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2009, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64652/stephen-g-brooks-and-william-c-wohlforth/reshaping-the-world-order)
Now, the conventional wisdom is that the world is rapidly approaching the end of the unipolar system with the United States as the sole superpower. A dispassionate look at the facts shows that this view understates U.S. power as much as recent talk of empire exaggerated it. That the United States weighs more on the traditional scales of world power than has any other state in modern history is as true now as it was when the commentator Charles Krauthammer proclaimed the advent of a "unipolar moment" in these pages nearly two decades ago. The United States continues to account for about half the world's defense spending and one-quarter of its economic output. Some of the reasons for bearishness concern public policy problems that can be fixed (expensive health care in the United States, for example), whereas many of the reasons for bullishness are more fundamental (such as the greater demographic challenges faced by the United States' potential rivals). So why has opinion shifted so quickly from visions of empire to gloomy declinism? One reason is that the United States' successes at the turn of the century led to irrational exuberance, thereby setting unreasonably high standards for measuring the superpower's performance. From 1999 to 2003, seemingly easy U.S. victories in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq led some to conclude that the United States could do what no great power in history had managed before: effortlessly defeat its adversaries. It was only a matter of time before such pie-in-the-sky benchmarks proved unattainable. Subsequent difficulties in Afghanistan and Iraq dashed illusions of omnipotence, but these upsets hardly displaced the United States as the world's leading state, and there is no reason to believe that the militaries of its putative rivals would have performed any better. The United States did not cease to be a superpower when its policies in Cuba and Vietnam failed in the 1960s; bipolarity lived on for three decades. Likewise, the United States remains the sole superpower today. Another key reason for the multipolar mania is "the rise of the rest." Impressed by the rapid economic growth of China and India, many write as if multipolarity has already returned. But such pronouncements mistake current trajectories for final outcomes -- a common strategic error with deep psychological roots. The greatest concern in the Cold War, for example, came not from the Soviet Union's actually attaining parity with the United States but from the expectation that it would do so in the future. Veterans of that era recall how the launch of Sputnik in 1957 fed the perception that Soviet power was growing rapidly, leading some policymakers and analysts to start acting as if the Soviet Union were already as powerful as the United States. A state that is rising should not be confused with one that has risen, just as a state that is declining should not be written off as having already declined. China is generally seen as the country best positioned to emerge as a superpower challenger to the United States. Yet depending on how one measures GDP, China's economy is between 20 percent and 43 percent the size of the United States'. More dramatic is the difference in GDP per capita, for which all measures show China's as being less than 10 percent of the United States'. Absent a 1930s-style depression that spares potential U.S. rivals, the United States will not be replaced as the sole superpower for a very long time. Real multipolarity -- an international system of three or more evenly matched powers -- is nowhere on the horizon. Relative power between states shifts slowly. This tendency to conflate trends with outcomes is often driven by the examination in isolation of certain components of state power. If the habit during the Cold War was to focus on military power, the recent trend has been to single out economic output. No declinist tract is complete without a passage noting that although the United States may remain a military superpower, economic multipolarity is, or soon will be, the order of the day. Much as highlighting the Soviet Union's military power meant overlooking the country's economic and technological feet of clay, examining only economic output means putting on blinders. In 1991, Japan's economy was two-thirds the size of the United States', which, according to the current popular metric, would mean that with the Soviet Union's demise, the world shifted from bipolarity to, well, bipolarity. Such a partial assessment of power will produce no more accurate an analysis today. Nor will giving in to apprehension about the growing importance of nonstate actors. The National Intelligence Council's report Global Trends 2025 grabbed headlines by forecasting the coming multipolarity, anticipating a power shift as much to nonstate actors as to fast-growing countries. But nonstate actors are nothing new -- compare the scale and scope of today's pirates off the Somali coast with those of their eighteenth-century predecessors or the political power of today's multinational corporations with that of such behemoths as the British East India Company -- and projections of their rise may well be as much hype as reflections of reality. And even if the power of nonstate actors is rising, this should only increase the incentives for interstate cooperation; nonstate threats do not affect just the United States. Most nonstate actors' behavior, moreover, still revolves around influencing the decisions of states. Nongovernmental organizations typically focus on trying to get states to change their policies, and the same is true of most terrorists. When it comes to making, managing, and remaking international institutions, states remain the most important actors -- and the United States is the most important of them. No other country will match the United States' combination of wealth, size, technological capacity, and productivity in the foreseeable future. The world is and will long remain a 1 + x world, with one superpower and x number of major powers. A shift from 1 + 3 to 1 + 4 or 5 or 6 would have many important consequences, but it would not change the fact that the United States will long be in a far stronger position to lead the world than any other state.
1970s proves Hegemony is resilient

 Kagan 12 (Robert, Not Fade Away The myth of American decline. Robert Kagan, January 11, 2012, http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,4)

IF ONE WANTED to make a case for American decline, the 1970s would have been the time to do it; and many did. The United States, Kissinger believed, had evidently “passed its historic high point like so many earlier civilizations.... Every civilization that has ever existed has ultimately collapsed. History is a tale of efforts that failed.” It was in the 1970s that the American economy lost its overwhelming primacy, when the American trade surplus began to turn into a trade deficit, when spending on entitlements and social welfare programs ballooned, when American gold and monetary reserves were depleted. With economic difficulties came political and strategic insecurity. First came the belief that the tide of history was with the Soviet Union. Soviet leaders themselves believed the “correlation of forces” favored communism; the American defeat and withdrawal from Vietnam led Soviet officials, for the first time, to believe they might actually “win” in the long Cold War struggle. A decade later, in 1987, Paul Kennedy depicted both superpowers as suffering from “imperial overstretch,” but suggested that it was entirely possible that the United States would be the first to collapse, following a long historical tradition of exhausted and bankrupt empires. It had crippled itself by spending too much on defense and taking on too many far-flung global responsibilities. But within two years the Berlin Wall fell, and two years after that the Soviet Union collapsed. The decline turned out to be taking place elsewhere.

Heg is inevitable - America will adapt to prevent decline

Kagan 12 (Robert, Not Fade Away The myth of American decline. Robert Kagan, January 11, 2012, http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,4)

PERHAPS THE GREATEST concern underlying the declinist mood at large in the country today is not really whether the United States can afford to continue playing its role in the world. It is whether the Americans are capable of solving any of their most pressing economic and social problems. As many statesmen and commentators have asked, can Americans do what needs to be done to compete effectively in the twenty-first-century world? The only honest answer is, who knows? If American history is any guide, however, there is at least some reason to be hopeful. Americans have experienced this unease before, and many previous generations have also felt this sense of lost vigor and lost virtue: as long ago as 1788, Patrick Henry lamented the nation’s fall from past glory, “when the American spirit was in its youth.” There have been many times over the past two centuries when the political system was dysfunctional, hopelessly gridlocked, and seemingly unable to find solutions to crushing national problems—from slavery and then Reconstruction, to the dislocations of industrialization at the end of the nineteenth century and the crisis of social welfare during the Great Depression, to the confusions and paranoia of the early Cold War years. Anyone who honestly recalls the 1970s, with Watergate, Vietnam, stagflation, and the energy crisis, cannot really believe that our present difficulties are unrivaled. Success in the past does not guarantee success in the future. But one thing does seem clear from the historical evidence: the American system, for all its often stultifying qualities, has also shown a greater capacity to adapt and recover from difficulties than many other nations, including its geopolitical competitors. This undoubtedly has something to do with the relative freedom of American society, which rewards innovators, often outside the existing power structure, for producing new ways of doing things; and with the relatively open political system of America, which allows movements to gain steam and to influence the behavior of the political establishment. The American system is slow and clunky in part because the Founders designed it that way, with a federal structure, checks and balances, and a written Constitution and Bill of Rights—but the system also possesses a remarkable ability to undertake changes just when the steam kettle looks about to blow its lid. There are occasional “critical elections” that allow transformations to occur, providing new political solutions to old and apparently insoluble problems. Of course, there are no guarantees: the political system could not resolve the problem of slavery without war. But on many big issues throughout their history, Americans have found a way of achieving and implementing a national consensus. When Paul Kennedy was marveling at the continuing success of the American superpower back in 2002, he noted that one of the main reasons had been the ability of Americans to overcome what had appeared to him in 1987 as an insoluble long-term economic crisis. American businessmen and politicians “reacted strongly to the debate about ‘decline’ by taking action: cutting costs, making companies leaner and meaner, investing in newer technologies, promoting a communications revolution, trimming government deficits, all of which helped to produce significant year-on-year advances in productivity.” It is possible to imagine that Americans may rise to this latest economic challenge as well. It is also reasonable to expect that other nations will, as in the past, run into difficulties of their own. None of the nations currently enjoying economic miracles is without problems. Brazil, India, Turkey, and Russia all have bumpy histories that suggest the route ahead will not be one of simple and smooth ascent. There is a real question whether the autocratic model of China, which can be so effective in making some strategic decisions about the economy in the short term, can over the long run be flexible enough to permit adaptation to a changing international economic, political, and strategic environment.

Ext. No solvency

Extend

Utt 11  - The bank creates red tape and regulations that delays project implementation – empirically stimulus programs like the bank take YEARS AND YEARS to fully invest in the private sector due to the time setting up the bank.

ARRA proves infrastructure bank will hurt the economy

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Obama’s Peculiar Obsession with Infrastructure Banks Will Not Aid Economic Revival , August 30, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2011/08/using-infrastructure-banks-to-spur-economic-recovery)

The President’s proposal for an infrastructure bank is one idea that he and other progressives have been flogging for the past few years.[1] Although several infrastructure bank proposals have been introduced in Congress,[2] all involve the creation of a new federal bureaucracy that would provide federally funded loans and grants to approved infrastructure proposals submitted to the bank by eligible entities. Funds to provide these loans would either be borrowed by the bank or provided by appropriations, depending on the proposal. But an infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery—and nothing to create new jobs. Misplaced Humor In reviewing these infrastructure plans it is apparent that, as a proposal to jump-start the economy, these banks possess all the liabilities of (but are even more ineffective than) the failed American Revitalization and Investment Act of 2009 (ARRA), which committed $800 billion to stimulus spending, including $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure. As the President has recently acknowledged, and The Heritage Foundation predicted,[3] the funded projects have been very slow to get underway and have had a limited impact on economic activity. In a recent meeting with his Jobs Council, Obama noted that “Shovel-ready was not as…uh…shovel-ready as we expected.” The media reported that the “Council [Council on Jobs and Competitiveness ], led by GE’s Jeffrey Immelt, erupted in laughter.”[4] That the President and his business community advisers found this waste of $800 billion and the subsequent loss of hundreds of thousands of jobs a source of humor is emblematic of the Administration’s failed approach to the economy.

TURN!! Infrastructure bank’s restraints crowd out and reduce investment 

Crews 11 (Clyde Wayne Crews,  Wayne Crews is vice president for policy and director of technology studies at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, September 07, 2011 Originally published in Forbes, Obama's Jobs Agenda: An Infrastructure Bank that Robs You, http://cei.org/op-eds-articles/obamas-jobs-agenda-infrastructure-bank-robs-you
The idea that our economy depends on a proposed $10 billion  federal start-up infusion is astounding. Nor will the result likely be an actual bank, in the sense of sustainably lending money that gets profitably paid back, as the Reason Foundation’s Bob Poole noted. I don’t think we can overstate the importance of not buying into the federal bank notion; it goes to the very core of what capitalism even is. The capital markets already are our “infrastructure bank.” Our GDP, in spite of it all, is $14 trillion; Of the top 100 global firms ranked by market capitalization, the smallest at the moment is $60 billion (Kraft Foods). Government money is a trap, with labor and environmental strings attached. It promises to crowd out, reduce and degrade American infrastructure. America does desperately need “infrastructure wealth”; we need it just as we need financial wealth, real estate wealth, manufacturing and service wealth, and health-care wealth. But like all wealth creation, the root is enterprise and property rights. Corporations already conduct projects of astounding national and regional significance. As society becomes wealthier, infrastructure creation becomes easier, not harder. The America of 100 years ago that built overlapping tangled infrastructure with a paltry developing-world GDP can build today’s, if allowed to. Energy infrastructure, communications infrastructure, electricity infrastructure–all would benefit far more from a sustained deregulation and liberalization campaign than spending. Instead, government artificially restrains private infrastructure with mandates like net neutrality and cybersecurity proposals, bans in the name of environmental protection, and antitrust blockage. A jobs agenda requires removing these accumulated barriers and banning new ones. The path to infrastructure wealth–-and jobs and customer benefits besides—is to remove the impediments to private infrastructure and go home and watch a movie or something.
Empirics prove  the bank can’t solve in time

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. The Limited Benefits of a National Infrastructure Bank, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/10/the-limited-beneftis-of-a-national-infrastructure-bank

For some advocates—especially the President—these banks are seen as mechanisms to propel the economy forward out of the lingering recession into an era of greater prosperity and more jobs. Sadly, all evidence indicates that this just isn’t so. As far back as 1983, the General Accounting Office (now the Government Accountability Office) reviewed an earlier infrastructure-based stimulus program and observed that although the program was enacted during the worst of the recession, “implementation of the act was not effective and timely in relieving the high unemployment caused by the recession.” Specifically, the GAO found that: Funds were spent slowly and relatively few jobs were created when most needed in the economy. Also, from its review of projects and available data, the GAO found that (1) unemployed persons received a relatively small proportion of the jobs provided, and (2) project officials’ efforts to provide em­ployment opportunities to the unemployed ranged from no effort being made to work­ing closely with state employment agencies to locate unemployed persons.[5] Infrastructure-based stimulus programs have been a disappointment, in large part because of time delays in getting programs underway, projects identified and approved, and money spent. More recently, supporters of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) claimed that it would focus on shovel-ready projects, but USDOT recently reported to this committee that as of July 2011—two and a half years after the enactment of the ARRA—just 61 percent of the authorized transportation funds had been spent. Perhaps contributing to this is the fact that the Federal Railroad Administration required 12 months to set up a mechanism to receive, review, and approve rail infrastructure projects authorized by the ARRA. In both of these cases, the stimulus funds were being spent through existing federal, state, and local channels by departments, managers, and employees with many years of experience in the project approval business. In large part, these delays are not due to any particular institutional failing but simply to the time it takes to establish guidelines and rules for project submission, for outside parties to complete the request, and for USDOT to review the many requests submitted and pick the most promising, perhaps with modifications, and fulfill the contractual details of awarding the contract. Once the award is made to state and local entities, they in turn must draw up the RFP (and perhaps produce detailed engineering plans as appropriate), put the contract out for bid, allow sufficient time for contractors to prepare bids, review submitted bids, and finally accept the winning contract. It is at this point that money can be spent on the project, and the time that elapses from the beginning to the end of the beginning can easily exceed a year or more. In the case of an infrastructure bank, such delays will be much longer—perhaps even double that described above. In the case of the above example, the assumption is that the newly authorized stimulus money would flow through an institutional “infrastructure” of well-established channels staffed by experienced people. In the case of the proposed infrastructure banks, no such administrative structure exists, and one will have to be created from scratch once the enabling legislation is enacted.

Multiple failed government banks prove the aff is a no-go

Utt 11 (Ronald D. Utt, Ph.D., is Herbert and Joyce Morgan Senior Research Fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. The Limited Benefits of a National Infrastructure Bank, 2011, http://www.heritage.org/research/testimony/2011/10/the-limited-beneftis-of-a-national-infrastructure-bank

The Checkered History of Federal Finance Facilities Beginning in the 1930s, the federal government created a number of bank-like entities and credit insurance facilities, and every one of them has been challenged by serious, if not catastrophic, financial failure that often involved costly taxpayer bailouts. They include the Federal Land Banks, Farm Credit Administration, Federal Housing Administration, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation, Federal Home Loan Banks, and Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The latter two are perhaps the most catastrophic of all, with the taxpayer bailout cost totaling about $150 billion so far. In every case, these entities were believed to have been soundly organized and operated, and they provided loans and guarantees and insurance on products or entities that were also believed to be financially sound. Importantly, these loans and investments also provided a reliable stream of income to fund the federal entity, service its debt, and provide it with the necessary reserves and contingency funds. In short, they were all deemed to be commercially viable, as were their clients. Yet they all failed in one way or the other despite the top-notch talent thought to be running them. Could the Bank Avoid These Risks? In this regard, what is noteworthy about the typical infrastructure bank proposals is that all will begin with risks and deficiencies that significantly exceed those confronting the federal finance entities cited above. Fannie Mae, for example, was supposed to be investing only in conforming mortgages, thought by most to be a safe, conservative investment providing a steady stream of interest and principal repayment. 

Recovery now

No double-dip coming- Europe’s progress, leading indicators and lower gas prices buffer the economy

Koesterich 6/22/12

(Russ is a frequent contributor to financial news media and can regularly be seen on CNBC, Fox Business News and Bloomberg TV. He is the author of two books. Russ is also regularly quoted in print media including the Wall Street Journal, USA Today, MSNBC.com, and MarketWatch. Russ earned a BA in history from Brandeis University, a JD from Boston College and an MBA in capital markets from Columbia University, Don't Expect A Double Dip ... This Year,

http://seekingalpha.com/article/678771-don-t-expect-a-double-dip-this-year)

For the third summer in a row, the US economy is slowing and Europe is teetering on the brink of an abyss. While renewed fears of a US double dip are reasonable, I believe the United States will not see a recession in 2012 for the following four reasons: 1.) Europe is struggling, but it’s slowly stumbling toward a solution. It’s true that Europe is likely to continue to be a chronic source of stress for the global economy. That said, we have seen some tentative signs of progress in recent weeks. The results of the second Greek election mitigated the risk of a near-term Greek default or exit. And while Spain has yet to articulate a definitive plan to recapitalize its banking system, at least it has acknowledged there’s a problem. 2.) Apparent US weakness can partly be attributed to statistical quirks. The weakness of recent US economic data can be attributed to other factors besides an economic slowdown. Take May’s disappointing non-farm payroll report, for instance. The collapse of the construction industry likely is wreaking havoc with how the jobs data is adjusted for seasonal variations, meaning that winter was probably not as strong as the data indicated, nor spring as weak as the headline numbers suggested. 3.) Leading indicators remain stable. While most economic measures continue to be sluggish, leading economic indicators are still signaling positive growth. Our favorite metric, the Chicago Fed National Activity Index, is stuck at zero, close to its average level over the past few years. This is certainly not indicative of a robust economy, but it’s still consistent with US growth in the 2% range or even slightly better. Other leading indicators also confirm a continuation of the expansion. Lost in din of last month’s non-farm payroll report debacle was the May ISM manufacturing report. While weak, it was by no means a disaster. In particular, the new orders component, which tends to lead economic activity, rose to its best level since the spring of 2011. 4.) Gasoline prices are down. Finally, oil prices have come down. While the consumer still faces a number of headwinds, cheaper gasoline prices are providing some relief for stretched middle-income consumers.

Recovery is on track- unemployment decreasing and spending rising

Rushe 6/26/12

Dominic Rushe is the US business correspondent for the Guardian, OECD: US economy is improving but recovery is far from complete- Report suggests economy has 'gained momentum' but says long-term unemployment and income equality must be solved, The Guardian, Tuesday 26 June 2012 11.21 EDT

The US recovery remains on track but "fissures" have begun to appear in the world's largest economy as it struggles with record long-term unemployment and income inequality, according to a report by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development. The international economist group is more bullish on the economy than Federal Reserve chairman Ben Bernanke, who recently downgraded his forecasts for the US economy. And the report may prove useful ammunition for the Obama administration as the economy emerges as the key battleground of the 2012 election. The OECD offered support to president Barack Obama's plans to cut tax breaks for America's wealthiest, a plan known as the 'Buffett rule' after its championing by billionaire investor Warren Buffett. Growth in the US will remain moderate this year but the OECD report concludes that America's economic recovery has "gained momentum". Consumer and business spending have risen and unemployment, though still high at 8.2%, has fallen nearly two percentage points from its peak in 2009.

Tax Collections show the economy isn’t slowing

Adler 7/18/12

http://www.businessinsider.com/federal-tax-revenues-economy-not-slowing-2012-7 Lee Adler is the editor and publisher of The Wall Street Examiner Jul. 18, 2012, 9:10 AM One Crucial Indicator Shows The US Economy Isn't Slowing At All

The mainstream consensus has lately been that the economy is slowing. Based on my tracking of federal revenues in real time, I suspect that that view is incorrect. Instead the recent data reflects only normal oscillations within the ongoing slow growth trend. Total federal tax collections, including withholding taxes, are available to us with just a one day lag in the US Treasury’s Daily Treasury Statements, which makes them an excellent analytical resource. Withholding is mostly for compensation, and thus it is a good measure of the economy’s strength. However, it is extremely volatile day to day so I rely more on a monthly moving average of the 10 day total collections, comparing that with the prior year. Smoothing sacrifices a bit of timeliness to get a clearer picture of the trend without losing too much of the edge that the daily data provides. Unfortunately, I have found even the 10 day total data too noisy for meaningful comparison so I’ve had to resort to additional smoothing. As a result the smoothed data is a little slow, so I also look at raw month to date data after mid month.

Alt. Cause – EU Debt

Alt cause - European debt crisis spills over to US

Geewax 11 (Marilyn Geewax is NPR's national economics correspondent and an editor of business news for the National Desk, .How The European Debt Crisis Could Spread by MARILYN GEEWAX September 15, 2011, http://www.npr.org/2011/09/15/140473556/how-the-european-debt-crisis-could-spread)

Financial Market Risks Rise If some of Europe's biggest banks suddenly look dangerously weak, then other banks may hesitate to extend credit to each other, fearing they too could get dragged down. They would want more collateral before lending more money, and that would mean forced asset sales, driving down all sorts of prices and causing financial markets to seize up. That's basically what happened after Lehman Brothers went bankrupt in 2008. U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner says European officials won't allow a Lehman Brothers-like collapse. He says the region has the financial capacity to avoid sudden defaults. Falling Dominoes Could Hit U.S. Money Market The European problem could potentially spread across the Atlantic because U.S. money market funds hold more than $900 billion of the short-term debt of European banks. That's about half of the U.S. funds' $1.8 trillion in assets. If European banks can't find lenders to allow them to routinely issue short-term debt, financial markets could start to freeze up, causing turmoil in U.S. money market funds. EU and U.S. Are Economic Partners The European Union is the United States' biggest economic partner — they traded more than $500 billion in goods and services last year. If Greece and other EU countries were to default, it could trigger a political crisis. Top government leaders could be thrown out of office, depressing consumer confidence in Europe. A deeper recession in those countries would hurt sales of U.S. goods and services to Europeans. And that would depress U.S. jobs and consumer confidence as well.

European crisis will spill over to US

Lachman 12 (Desmond Lachman is a resident fellow at AEI, Europe as a major risk to the US economic outlook AEI State of the Union Policy Series Desmond Lachman | Financial Services Briefing January 27, 2012, http://www.aei.org/article/europe-as-a-major-risk-to-the-us-economic-outlook/)

In the year ahead, a more than likely intensification of the European debt crisis constitutes the major external risk to the US economic outlook. This is partly because US export prospects will be negatively impacted by a marked weakening in the Euro and by a serious economic recession in Europe, which still constitutes around one-third of the overall global economy. More troubling yet, it is because a potential European banking crisis would spill over to the US financial system, which has very close links to the European banking system. Over the past year, there has been a major deterioration in the European economic outlook: Greece’s economy is now literally in freefall, as indicated by a more than 14 percent decline in GDP from its 2008 peak and by a rise in unemployment to 18 ½ percent. As a result, the country is on the verge of becoming politically ungovernable. The country is also now on the cusp of a disorderly default, which could involve writing down the net present value of Greece’s privately-held sovereign debt by over 70 cents on the dollar. This is very likely to cause contagion to the rest of the periphery. The European crisis has now spread well beyond Greece, Ireland, and Portugal to core countries like Italy and Spain, Europe’s third and fourth largest economies, respectively. Meanwhile there is every indication that Portugal will soon be facing debt-servicing problems similar to those now being experienced by Greece. Europe is now at the start of a meaningful credit crunch. For its banking system is now engaged in a major deleveraging of its balance sheet in response to large loan losses. The European banks are doing so to meet the official requirement to raise their Tier 1 capital asset ratio to 9 percent by June 2012 to remedy an officially estimated EUR 115 billion capital shortfall. "Core Europe is now moving towards economic recession."

Squo proves - Businesses being hurt now

Kling 12 (CNNMoney: Europe's Woes Spill Over to US Companies Tuesday, 24 Apr 2012 08:15 AM By Michael Kling, http://www.moneynews.com/StreetTalk/Europe-Woes-US-Companies/2012/04/24/id/436887,)

More American companies are reporting lower sales and lowering expectations as Europe's problems reach the United States. Kellogg, shoe-seller Wolverine World Wide, and cleaning-equipment maker Tennant all cited the dour situation in Europe as they reported lower earnings and sales forecasts, CNNMoney reported. "The European debt crisis made it more difficult for Tennant customers to obtain credit," stated Tennant, which missed its forecasts. Kellogg CEO John Bryant said his company has "significant challenges" in Europe. Wolverine announced that its sales outlook is "tempered by macroeconomic and financial uncertainty in Europe." Stocks of all three companies fell Monday. Investors will probably be hearing about more companies missing forecasts and lowering expectations as they reveal their quarterly results. "It's almost impossible for Europe to not be a problem for earnings going forward," said Bill Stone, chief strategist with PNC Asset Management Group, according to CNNMoney. Although Eaton, a manufacturer of auto parts, reported that its earnings beat forecasts, Eaton CEO Sandy Cutler said that its sales in Europe fell. "The recession in Europe is going to be longer than anticipated," Cutler told CNNMoney. Many experts see Europe in a downward spiral and austerity measures increase unemployment and decrease government revenue in the short term. Read more: CNNMoney: Europe's Woes Spill Over to US Companies 

Econ Resilient 

Economy resilient – oil shocks and natural disasters prove

Zumbrun and Romy citing Plosser 12 (Citing Plosser, the president of the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia. An academic macroeconomist, he is well known for his work on real business cycles, Fed’s Plosser Says U.S. Economy Proving Resilient To Shocks By Joshua Zumbrun and Romy Varghese - May 9, 2012, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-05-09/fed-s-plosser-says-u-s-economy-proving-resilient-to-shocks.html)

Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank President Charles Plosser said the U.S. economy has proven “remarkably resilient” to shocks that can damage growth, including surging oil prices and natural disasters. “The economy has now grown for 11 consecutive quarters,” Plosser said today according to remarks prepared for a speech at the Philadelphia Fed. “Growth is not robust. But growth in the past year has continued despite significant risks and external and internal headwinds.” Plosser, who did not discuss his economic outlook or the future for monetary policy, cited shocks to the economy last year, including the tsunami in Japan that disrupted global supply chains, Europe’s credit crisis that has damaged the continent’s banking system and political unrest in the Middle East and North Africa. “The U.S. economy has a history of being remarkably resilient,” said Plosser, who doesn’t have a vote on policy this year. “These shocks held GDP growth to less than 1 percent in the first half of 2011, and many analysts were concerned that the economy was heading toward a double dip. Yet, the economy proved resilient and growth picked up in the second half of the year.” Plosser spoke at a conference at the Philadelphia Fed titled, “Reinventing Older Communities: Building Resilient Cities.” Urban Resilience His regional bank’s research department is working on a project to measure the resilience of different cities, to learn more about the reasons that some urban areas suffer more than others in downturns, Plosser said. He mentioned one early finding of the study: Industrial diversity increases a city’s resilience. “I do want to caution you that resilient and vibrant communities are not just about government programs or directed industrial planning by community leaders,” Plosser said. “The economic strength of our country is deeply rooted in our market- based economy and the dynamism and resilience of its citizenry.”

Economy resilient 

Robb 12 (By Greg Robb, writer for fox business,  Geithner: U.S. Economy Improving, More Resilient Published May 15, 2012, http://www.foxbusiness.com/markets/2012/05/15/geithner-us-economy-improving-more-resilient/#ixzz1wst7kMtd)

 Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner on Tuesday said the U.S. economy is gradually getting stronger, with areas of strength broadening. "We are doing a lot of the really tough work you need to...dig our way out of the mess that caused the crisis and I think growth now looks more broad-based and resilient," Geithner said at a conference sponsored by the Peter G. Peterson Foundation. Geithner said J.P. Morgan's $2 billion trading loss was a failure of risk management. He said it made a "very powerful case for financial reform - the reforms we have ahead and the reforms we have already put in place." Geithner said he has not talked to Jamie Dimon since the J.P. Morgan Chase & Co's CEO announced the loss late last week. The test of financial reform is to make sure bank mistakes don't put the economy at risk, Geithner said. "We are going to work very hard to ensure that these reforms are tough and effective - not just the Volcker rule - but the broader complement of reforms on capital and liquidity and derivatives markets," he said.

US and global economy is resilient – Flexibility

Behravesh 6 (Nariman, most accurate economist tracked by USA Today and chief global economist and executive vice president for Global Insight, Newsweek, “The Great Shock Absorber; Good macroeconomic policies and improved microeconomic flexibility have strengthened the global economy's 'immune system.'” 10-15-2006, www.newsweek.com/id/47483) 

The U.S. and global economies were able to withstand three body blows in 2005--one of the worst tsunamis on record (which struck at the very end of 2004), one of the worst hurricanes on record and the highest energy prices after Hurricane Katrina--without missing a beat. This resilience was especially remarkable in the case of the United States, which since 2000 has been able to shrug off the biggest stock-market drop since the 1930s, a major terrorist attack, corporate scandals and war. Does this mean that recessions are a relic of the past? No, but recent events do suggest that the global economy's "immune system" is now strong enough to absorb shocks that 25 years ago would probably have triggered a downturn. In fact, over the past two decades, recessions have not disappeared, but have become considerably milder in many parts of the world. What explains this enhanced recession resistance? The answer: a combination of good macroeconomic policies and improved microeconomic flexibility. Since the mid-1980s, central banks worldwide have had great success in taming inflation. This has meant that long-term interest rates are at levels not seen in more than 40 years. A low-inflation and low-interest-rate environment is especially conducive to sustained, robust growth. Moreover, central bankers have avoided some of the policy mistakes of the earlier oil shocks (in the mid-1970s and early 1980s), during which they typically did too much too late, and exacerbated the ensuing recessions. Even more important, in recent years the Fed has been particularly adept at crisis management, aggressively cutting interest rates in response to stock-market crashes, terrorist attacks and weakness in the economy. The benign inflationary picture has also benefited from increasing competitive pressures, both worldwide (thanks to globalization and the rise of Asia as a manufacturing juggernaut) and domestically (thanks to technology and deregulation). Since the late 1970s, the United States, the United Kingdom and a handful of other countries have been especially aggressive in deregulating their financial and industrial sectors. This has greatly increased the flexibility of their economies and reduced their vulnerability to inflationary shocks. Looking ahead, what all this means is that a global or U.S. recession will likely be avoided in 2006, and probably in 2007 as well. Whether the current expansion will be able to break the record set in the 1990s for longevity will depend on the ability of central banks to keep the inflation dragon at bay and to avoid policy mistakes. The prospects look good. Inflation is likely to remain a low-level threat for some time, and Ben Bernanke, the incoming chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, spent much of his academic career studying the past mistakes of the Fed and has vowed not to repeat them. At the same time, no single shock will likely be big enough to derail the expansion. What if oil prices rise to $80 or $90 a barrel? Most estimates suggest that growth would be cut by about 1 percent--not good, but no recession. What if U.S. house prices fall by 5 percent in 2006 (an extreme assumption, given that house prices haven't fallen nationally in any given year during the past four decades)? Economic growth would slow by about 0.5 percent to 1 percent. What about another terrorist attack? Here the scenarios can be pretty scary, but an attack on the order of 9/11 or the Madrid or London bombings would probably have an even smaller impact on overall GDP growth.

Stimulus theory wrong

Keynesian economics is false – empirical studies disprove

Ross ’11 

(Ron Ross Ph.D. is an economist who lives in Arcata, California. He is the author of The Unbeatable Market, 7.22.11, “ Fatal Flaws of Keynesian Economics”, http://spectator.org/archives/2011/07/22/fatal-flaws-of-keynesian-econo)

The stimulus was premised on the economic model known as Keynesianism: the intellectual legacy of the late English economist John Maynard Keynes. Keynesianism doesn't work, never has worked, and never will work. Without a clear understanding of why Keynesianism cannot work we will be forever doomed to pursuing the impossible. There's no real mystery about why Keynesianism fails. There are numerous reasons why and they've been known for decades. Keynesians have an unrealistic and unsupportable view of how the economy works and how people make decisions. Short-Run Focus Keynesian policy advocates focus primarily on the short run -- with no regard for the future implications of current events -- and they assume that all economic decision-makers do the same. Consider the following quote by John Maynard Keynes: "But the long run is a misleading guide to current affairs. In the long run we are all dead. Economists set themselves too easy, too useless a task if in tempestuous seasons they can only tell us that when the storm is long past the ocean will be flat again." After passage of the stimulus package, Lawrence Summers, Obama's chief economic advisor at the time, often said that the spending should be "timely, targeted, and temporary." Although those sound like desirable objectives, they illustrate the Keynesian focus on the short term. Sure it would be convenient if you could just spend a bunch of money and make the economy get well, but it's not that simple. The implication of a Keynesian perspective is that you can hit the economy a few times with a cattle prod and get society back to full employment. Remember that so-called "cash-for-clunkers" program? Maybe it accelerated some new car sales by a month or two, but it had no lasting impact. The "Chicago School" is the primary source of serious research and analysis related to the Keynesian model. Two Chicago School conclusions, in particular, make it clear where Keynesian policies run aground. The two theories are the "permanent income hypothesis" and the theory of "rational expectations." The "permanent income hypothesis" was how Milton Friedman termed the findings of his research on the spending behavior of consumers. The MIT Dictionary of Economics defines the permanent income hypothesis as "The hypothesis that the consumption of the individual (or household) depends on his (or its) permanent income. Permanent income may be thought of as the income an individual expects to derive from his work and holdings of wealth during his lifetime." Whether consumers and investors focus mostly on the short run or the long run is basically an "empirical question." A convincing theoretical case can be made either way. To find out which focus actually conforms closer to reality, you have to gather evidence. Not Evidence-Based Much of the difference between the two schools of thought can be explained by differences in their methodologies. Keynes was not known for his research or empirical efforts. Keynesianism is definitely not an evidence-based model of how the economy works. So far as I know, Keynes did no empirical studies. Friedman was a far more diligent researcher and data collector than was Keynes. Friedman fit the theory to the data, rather than vice versa. The Keynesian disregard for evidence is reflected in their advocacy for more stimulus spending even in the face of the obvious failure of the what's already been spent. At a minimum, we are due an explanation of why it hasn't worked. (Don't expect that to be forthcoming, however). Failure to Consider Incentives Another of the Chicago School's broadsides against Keynesianism is the theory of "rational expectations." It's a theory for which the 1995 Nobel Prize for Economics was awarded to Robert Lucas of the University of Chicago. As economic theories go, it is relatively straightforward. It essentially states that "individuals use all the available and relevant information when taking a view about the future." (MIT Dictionary of Modern Economics) The rational expectations hypothesis is the simple assertion that individuals take into account their best guesses about the future when they make decisions. That seemingly simple concept has profound implications. The Chicago School's research led them to conclude that individuals are relatively deliberate and sophisticated in how they make economic choices. Keynesians and their liberal followers apparently think individuals are short-sighted and simple-minded. An elemental but too often overlooked reality about our economy is that it is based on voluntary exchange. Voluntary exchange is an even more fundamental feature of our economy than is the market. A market is any arrangement that brings buyers and sellers together. In other words, the primary purpose of a market is to make voluntary exchange possible. Voluntary exchange leaves large amounts of control in the hands of private individuals and businesses. The market relies on carrots rather than sticks, rewards rather than punishment. The actors, therefore, need to be induced to move in certain desired directions rather than simply commanded to do so. This is the basic reason why incentives are such an important part of economics. If not for voluntary exchange, incentives wouldn't much matter. In designing economic policy in the context of a market economy it becomes important to take into account what actually motivates people and how they make choices. If you want to change behavior in a voluntary exchange economy, you have to change incentives. Keynesian policies do not take that essential step. The federal government's share of GDP has gone from 19 percent to 24 percent during Obama's time in the White House. A larger government share of GDP ultimately necessitates higher taxes or more debt. In and of themselves, higher taxes retard economic growth because of their impact on incentives. The disincentive effect of higher taxes illustrates why big government is far costlier than it first appears.

Keynesian theory fundamentally flawed – even if a stimulus was a good idea, the plan cant act fast enough

Brannon and Edwards ’09

 (Ike Brannon and Chris Edwards,  Ike Brannon is the Director of Economic Policy as well as the Director of Congressional Relations for the American Action Forum,  Chris Edwards is the director of tax policy studies at Cato and editor of www.DownsizingGovernment.org,  January 29, 2009, “ Barack Obama's Keynesian Mistake”,  http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/barack-obamas-keynesian-mistake)

Despite the flaws in Keynes' analysis, his prescription of fiscal stimulus to increase aggregate demand during recessions became widely accepted. Governments came to believe that by manipulating spending or temporary tax breaks they could scientifically manage the economy and smooth out business cycles. Many economists thought that there was a trade-off between inflation and unemployment that could be exploited by skilled policymakers. If unemployment was rising, the government could stimulate aggregate demand to reduce it, but with the side-effect of somewhat higher inflation. Keynesians thought that fiscal stimulus would work by counteracting the problem of sticky wages. Workers would be fooled into accepting lower real wages as price levels rose. Rising nominal wages would spur added work efforts and increased hiring by businesses. However, later analysis revealed that the government can't routinely fool private markets, because people have foresight and they are generally rational. Keynes erred in ignoring the actual microeconomic behaviour of individuals and businesses. The dominance of Keynesianism ended in the 1970s. Government spending and deficits ballooned, but the result was higher inflation, not lower unemployment. These events, and the rise in monetarism led by Milton Friedman, ended the belief in an unemployment-inflation trade-off. Keynesianism was flawed and its prescription of active fiscal intervention was misguided. Indeed, Friedman's research showed that the Great Depression was caused by a failure of government monetary policy, not a failure of private markets, as Keynes had claimed. Even if a government stimulus were a good idea, policymakers probably wouldn't implement it the way Keynesian theory would suggest. To fix a downturn, policymakers would need to recognize the problem early and then enact a counter-cyclical strategy quickly and efficiently. But U.S. history reveals that past stimulus actions have been too ill-timed or ill-suited to have actually helped. Further, many policymakers are driven by motives at odds with the Keynesian assumption that they will diligently pursue the public interest. The end of simplistic Keynesianism in the 1970s created a void in macroeconomics that was filled by "rational expectations" theory developed by John Muth, Robert Lucas, Thomas Sargent, Robert Barro and others. By the 1980s, old-fashioned Keynesian was dead, at least among the new leaders of macroeconomics. Rational expectations theorists held that people make reasoned economic decisions based on their expectations of the future. They cannot be systematically fooled by the government into taking actions that leave them worse off. For example, people know that a Keynesian-style stimulus might lead to higher inflation, and so they will adjust their behaviour accordingly, which has the effect of nullifying the stimulus plan. A spending stimulus will put the government further into debt, but it will not increase real output or income on a sustained basis. It is difficult to find a macroeconomics textbook these days that discusses Keynesian fiscal stimulus as a policy tool without serious flaws, which is why the current $800-billion proposal has taken many macroeconomists by surprise. John Cochrane of the University of Chicago recently noted that the idea of fiscal stimulus is "taught only for its fallacies" in university courses these days. Thomas Sargent of New York University noted that "the calculations that I have seen supporting the stimulus package are back-of-the-envelope ones that ignore what we have learned in the last 60 years of macroeconomic research." It is true that Keynesian theory has been updated in recent decades, and it now incorporates ideas from newer schools of thought. But the Obama administration's claim that its stimulus package will create up to four million jobs is outlandish. Certainly, many top macroeconomists are critical of the plan including Harvard University's Greg Mankiw and Stanford University's John Taylor, who have been leaders in reworking the Keynesian model. Taylor noted that "the theory that a short-run government spending stimulus will jump-start the economy is based on old-fashioned, largely static Keynesian theories." One result of the rational expectations revolution has been that many economists have changed their focus from studying how to manipulate short-run business cycles to researching the causes of long-run growth. It is on long-run growth that economists can provide the most useful advice to policymakers, on issues such as tax reform, regulation and trade. While many economists have turned their attention to long-run growth, politicians unfortunately have shorter time horizons. They often combine little knowledge of economics with a large appetite for providing quick fixes to crises and recessions. Their demand for solutions is often matched by the supply of dubious proposals by overeager economists. Many prominent economists pushed for the passage of the $170-billion stimulus act in early 2008, but that stimulus turned out to be a flop. The lesson is that politicians should be more skeptical of economists claiming to know how to solve recessions with various grand schemes. Economists know much more about the factors that generate long-run growth, and that should be the main policy focus for government reform efforts. The current stimulus plan would impose a large debt burden on young Americans, but would do little, if anything, to help the economy grow. Indeed, it could have similar effects as New Deal programs, which Milton Friedman concluded "hampered recovery from the contraction, prolonged and added to unemployment and set the stage for ever more intrusive and costly government." A precedent will be created with this plan, and policymakers need to decide whether they want to continue mortgaging the future or letting the economy adjust and return to growth by itself, as it has always done in the past.

Stimulus hurts Econ

Turn – Stimulus risks economic collapse

Taylor and Vedder ’10 

( Jason E. Taylor is professor of economics at Central Michigan University. Richard K. Vedder is distinguished professor of economics at Ohio University and adjunct scholar at the American Enterprise Institute,  May/June 2010, “ Stimulus by Spending Cuts: Lessons from 1946” http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v32n3/cpr32n3-1.html) SRK

 The conversation has begun regarding the nation's exit strategy from the unsustainable fiscal and monetary stimulus of the last two years. Our soaring national debt will not only punish future generations but is also causing concern that our creditors may bring about a day of reckoning much sooner (the Chinese have recently become a net seller of U.S. government securities). There are fears that the Fed's policy of ultra-low interest rates may bring new asset bubbles and begin the cycle of boom and bust all over again. And unless the Fed acts to withdraw some of the monetary stimulus, many fear a return of 1970s era double-digit inflation. On the other hand, there are widespread fears that if we remove the stimulus crutch, the feeble recovery may turn back toward that "precipice" from which President Obama has said the stimulus policies rescued us. History and economic theory tell us those fears are unfounded. More than six decades ago, policymakers and, for the most part, the economic profession as a whole, erroneously concluded that Keynes was right — fiscal stimulus works to reduce unemployment. Keynesian- style stimulus policies became a staple of the government's response to economic downturns, particularly in the 1960s and 1970s. While Keynesianism fell out of style during the 1980s and 1990s — recall that Bill Clinton's secretary of treasury Robert Rubin turned Keynesian economics completely on its head when he claimed that surpluses, not deficits, stimulate the economy — during the recessions of 2001 and 2007-09 Keynesianism has come back with a vengeance. Both Presidents Bush and Obama, along with the Greenspan/Bernanke Federal Reserve, have instituted Keynesian-style stimulus policies — enhanced government spending (Obama's $787 billion package), tax cuts to put money in people's hands to increase consumption (the Bush tax "rebate" checks of 2001 and 2008), and loose monetary policy (the Federal Reserve's leaving its target interest rate below 2 percent for an extended period from 2001 to 2004 and cutting to near zero during the Great Recession of 2007-09 and its aftermath). What did all of this get us? A decade far less successful economically than the two non- Keynesian ones that preceded it, with declining output growth and falling real capital valuations. History clearly shows the government that stimulates the best, taxes, spends, and intrudes the least. In particular, the lesson from 1945-47 is that a sharp reduction in government spending frees up assets for productive use and leads to renewed growth.
AT:  Infrastructure Key to Growth

Infrastructure improvements won’t generate growth

Aggarwala 12 ( visiting fellow at Stanford University, 2012 Rohit Aggarwala, Bloomberg, "Fiscal Games Can't hide the True Cost of US Roads," http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-04-12/fiscal-games-can-t-hide-true-cost-of-u-s-roads.html )

Chicago’s approach will probably bear some fruit because local governments face many problems of timing. A city government doesn’t have the cash to make building retrofits that will lower its energy bills, but future savings can pay back the loan and then some. A water utility whose rates are set to break even has expensive leaks, but no general-revenue bonding authority to fix them. A highway department wants to extend a toll road, but its capital budget is constrained. These are all problems that finance can solve because investment can unlock future revenue that can be shared with a lender. Unfortunately, America’s most dire infrastructure problems are not like this. Most of them are like Pennsylvania’s 6,000 structurally deficient bridges. Replacing these won’t create new value, serve new traffic or generate new economic development, so financing has to come from existing income. And that’s a problem not of timing, but of wealth. Even if a replacement bridge can be financed through an infrastructure bank, the debt service on the loan has to be paid back with existing wealth. Worse, most of America’s bridges are untolled, so even if their replacements were to carry more traffic, they wouldn’t yield new direct revenue. At best, through gasoline and other taxes, they would bring money into the federal Highway Trust Fund and into state and local governments. So what’s necessary to unlock financing is funding from increased future allocations from the Highway Trust Fund, or from state and local taxes. But that is the very problem an infrastructure bank tries to avoid. 

1970’s economic decline not caused by lack of infrastructure investment- manufacturing industry proves

Hulten and Schwab 93

(Charles Hulten, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph. D, Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Senior Fellow at the Conference Board,  Robert Schwab, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph.D., National Tax Journal, “Infrastructure Spending: Where Do We Go From Here?”, September, 1993)

One major problem arises from the fact  that the U.S. time series data are domi-  nated by two trends: infrastructure invest ment fell sharply starting in the late 1960s  and early 197Os, and the aggregate U.S.  economy has performed poorly since  roughly 1973. This is sufficient to establish  a correlation between infrastructure and  output growth. But, while it is clear that  the two are associated, it is far from clear  that lower infrastructure investment was  the cause of slower growth. Any variable  that fell through the 1960s and early  197Os, like SAT scores, is an equally plausi-  ble candidate as the cause of our growth  problems.  The following story illustrates this point.  The number of storks in a certain region  was found to be closely correlated with  the number of babies that were born in  that region. This might support the conclu-  sion that storks bring babies. But the truth  was more mundane. When the harvest  was good, families were more likely to  have another child and more storks came  to the region to take advantage of the  available food.  Of course, it is always easy to dismiss any  evidence by arguing that correlatron does  not imply causality. But in this case, there  are enough other troubling pieces of evi-  dence to suggest that we truly are dealing  with spurious correlation. For example, if  infrastructure were an important part of  the productivity problem, then we would  expect to find a significant slowdown in in-  dustries such as manufacturing that are  very dependent on infrastructure but little  change in other industries, such as services  and finance, insurance, and real estate.  But, in fact, the exact opposite is true; the  productivity slowdown in manufacturing  has been very mild. The growth rate of  GDP per hour of work in manufacturing was roughly the same in the 1973-1987  period as it was during 1948.-1973. In  contrast, in the private sector as a whole,  GDP per hour grew at a rate only about  one-third of the pre- 1973 rate.

AT: Infrastructure Key to Jobs 

Unemployment not effectively solved by infrastructure projects- too slow

Hulten and Schwab 93

(Charles Hulten, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph. D, Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Senior Fellow at the Conference Board,  Robert Schwab, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph.D., National Tax Journal, “Infrastructure Spending: Where Do We Go From Here?”, September, 1993)

Job creation is the final element in the  case for more infrastructure spending. The  recent recession, combined with the ongo-  ing fiscal distress of many American cities,  is seen by many as sufficient reason to en-  act a public works program to put people  back to work. But many have argued that  infrastructure spending is a very poor  short-term policy tool. Public works proj-  ects involve a great deal of planning and  long lead times. As a consequence, by the  time funds are actually spent, the economy  may have recovered and the new spending  will come at the peak, rather than the  trough, of the business cycle.  This problem has been significant in the  past. The General Accounting Office (GAO)  (1986) found that over 2 years after $9 bil-  lion was allocated for infrastructure under  the Emergency Jobs Act of 1983, only $4.5  billion had been spent. The GAO noted  that “funds for public works programs,  such as those that build highways or  houses, were spent much more slowly”  than funds for other programs. A recent  Congressional Budget Office memorandum  found that, on average, only 17 percent of  federal funds for highways are spent in the  first year and that more than 30 percent  are spent more than 3 years after the  money has been allocated. Bartlett (1993),  examining job legislation designed to ame-  liorate the 1949, 1958, 1961-1962, 1971,  1975-1977, and 1983 recessions, found that in each case, the antirecession pro-  grams were enacted after a recession had  officially ended.  This history is not encouraging for the cur-  rent “jobs” legislation, which would also  be enacted (,if passed) after the offictal end  of the recent recession. The slower than  usual recovery of employment, and the re-  cent signs of slower growth, may ulti-  mately propel some form of jobs bill  through Congress. At best, given the his-  tory of long :spending lags, the stimulus for  job creation Iunder this legislation may ac-  tually come on-line at the beginning of the  next recession.  Finally, it should be noted that there is a  fundamental conflict between short-term  infrastructure programs and longer-run in-  frastructure objectives. The former stress  the “ready to go” aspect of infrastructure  projects and their job creating capacity. But  It is not at all clear that those projects that  (are ready to begin in the near term are the  best projects to undertake from a long-run  growth perspective.

Using infrastructure investment as stimulus to solve short-term economic problems fails- long lead times

Hulten and Schwab 93

(Charles Hulten, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph. D, Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research, Senior Fellow at the Conference Board,  Robert Schwab, Professor of Economics at the University of Maryland, Ph.D., National Tax Journal, “Infrastructure Spending: Where Do We Go From Here?”, September, 1993)

Fourth, it is unwise to use infrastructure  spending as a tool to solve short-term eco-  nomic problems. By their nature, public  works projects involve a great deal of plan-  ning and long lead times, particularly In a  climate when many will be quick to argue  that a new road must “not be in my back-  yard” and are willing to go to court to  make their voices heard. As a conse-  quence, by the time funds are actually  spent, the economy may have recovered  and the new spending will come at the  peak rather than the trough of the busi-  ness cycle.

Transportation infrastructure projects don’t decrease unemployment

AP ’10 

( Matt Apuzzo And Brett J. Blackledge, AP Investigative team,  Jan. 11 2010, “ AP Impact: Road projects don't help unemployment”, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/705357688/AP-Impact-Road-projects-dont-help-unemployment.html) 

 WASHINGTON — Ten months into President Barack Obama's first economic stimulus plan, a surge in spending on roads and bridges has had no effect on local unemployment and only barely helped the beleaguered construction industry, an Associated Press analysis has found. Spend a lot or spend nothing at all, it didn't matter, the AP analysis showed: Local unemployment rates rose and fell regardless of how much stimulus money Washington poured out for transportation, raising questions about Obama's argument that more road money would address an "urgent need to accelerate job growth." Obama wants a second stimulus bill from Congress that relies in part on more road and bridge spending, projects the president said are "at the heart of our effort to accelerate job growth." Construction spending would be a key part of the Jobs for Main Street Act, a $75 billion second stimulus to revive the nation's lethargic unemployment rate and improve the dismal job market for construction workers. The House approved the bill 217-212 last month after House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., worked the floor for an hour; the Senate is expected to consider it later in January. AP's analysis, which was reviewed by independent economists at five universities, showed that strategy hasn't affected unemployment rates so far. And there's concern it won't work the second time. For its analysis, the AP examined the effects of road and bridge spending in communities on local unemployment; it did not try to measure results of the broader aid that also was in the first stimulus like tax cuts, unemployment benefits or money for states. "My bottom line is, I'd be skeptical about putting too much more money into a second stimulus until we've seen broader effects from the first stimulus," said Aaron Jackson, a Bentley University economist who reviewed AP's analysis. Even within the construction industry, which stood to benefit most from transportation money, the AP's analysis found there was nearly no connection between stimulus money and the number of construction workers hired or fired since Congress passed the recovery program. The effect was so small, one economist compared it to trying to move the Empire State Building by pushing against it. "As a policy tool for creating jobs, this doesn't seem to have much bite," said Emory University economist Thomas Smith, who supported the stimulus and reviewed AP's analysis. "In terms of creating jobs, it doesn't seem like it's created very many. It may well be employing lots of people but those two things are very different." Transportation spending is too small of a pebble to quickly create waves in the nation's $14 trillion economy. And starting a road project, even one considered "shovel ready," can take many months, meaning any modest effects of a second burst of transportation spending are unlikely to be felt for some time. "It would be unlikely that even $20 billion spent all at once would be enough to move the needle of the huge decline we've seen, even in construction, much less the economy. The job destruction is way too big," said Kenneth D. Simonson, chief economist for the Associated General Contractors of America. Few counties, for example, received more road money per capita than Marshall County, Tenn., about 90 minutes south of Nashville. Obama's stimulus is paying the salaries of dozens of workers, but local officials said the unemployment rate continues to rise and is expected to top 20 percent soon. The new money for road projects isn't enough to offset the thousands of local jobs lost from the closing of manufacturing plants and automotive parts suppliers. "The stimulus has not benefited the working-class people of Marshall County at all," said Isaac Zimmerle, a local contractor who has seen his construction business slowly dry up since 2008. That year, he built 30 homes. But prospects this year look grim. Construction contractors like Zimmerle would seem to be in line to benefit from the stimulus spending. But money for road construction offers little relief to most contractors who don't work on transportation projects, a niche that requires expensive, heavy equipment that most residential and commercial builders don't own. Residential and commercial building make up the bulk of the nation's construction industry. "The problem we're seeing is, unfortunately, when they put those projects out to bid, there are only a handful of companies able to compete for it," Zimmerle said. The Obama administration has argued that it's unfair to count construction jobs in any one county because workers travel between counties for jobs. So, the AP looked at a much larger universe: The more than 700 counties that got the most stimulus money per capita for road construction, and the more than 700 counties that received no money at all. For its analysis, the AP reviewed Transportation Department data on more than $21 billion in stimulus projects in every state and Washington, D.C., and the Labor Department's monthly unemployment data. Working with economists and statisticians, the AP performed statistical tests to gauge the effect of transportation spending on employment activity. There was no difference in unemployment trends between the group of counties that received the most stimulus money and the group that received none, the analysis found. Despite the disconnect, Congress is moving quickly to give Obama the road money he requested. The Senate will soon consider a proposal that would direct nearly $28 billion more on roads and bridges, programs that are popular with politicians, lobbyists and voters. The overall price tag on the bill, which also would pay for water projects, school repairs and jobs for teachers, firefighters and police officers, would be $75 billion. "We have a ton of need for repairing our national infrastructure and a ton of unemployed workers to do it. Marrying those two concepts strikes me as good stimulus and good policy," White House economic adviser Jared Bernstein said. "When you invest in this kind of infrastructure, you're creating good jobs for people who need them." Highway projects have been the public face of the president's recovery efforts, providing the backdrop for news conferences with workers who owe their paychecks to the stimulus. But those anecdotes have not added up to a national trend and have not markedly improved the country's broad employment picture. 

AT: Stimulus → Jobs

Government spending decreases employment

Mitchell ’08 

(Dan Mitchell is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and co-author of Global Tax Revolution: The Rise of Tax Competition and the Battle to Defend It,  December 5, 2008, “ The Fallacy That Government Creates Jobs”, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/fallacy-government-creates-jobs) SRK

In part, this is a debate about Keynesian economics, which is the theory that the economy can be boosted if the government borrows money and then gives it to people so they will spend it. This supposedly "primes the pump" as the money circulates through the economy. Keynesian theory sounds good, and it would be nice if it made sense, but it has a rather glaring logical fallacy. It overlooks the fact that, in the real world, government can't inject money into the economy without first taking money out of the economy. More specifically, the theory only looks at one-half of the equation — the part where government puts money in the economy's right pocket. But where does the government get that money? It borrows it, which means it comes out of the economy's left pocket. There is no increase in what Keynesians refer to as aggregate demand. Keynesianism doesn't boost national income, it merely redistributes it. The pie is sliced differently, but it's not any bigger. The real world evidence also shows that Keynesianism does not work. Both Hoover and Roosevelt dramatically increased spending, and neither showed any aversion to running up big deficits, yet the economy was terrible all through the 1930s. Keynesian stimulus schemes also were tried by Gerald Ford and George W. Bush and had no impact on the economy. Keynesianism also failed in Japan during the 1990s. It would be easy to dismiss this orgy of new spending as the spoils of war. To be fair, the inability of Keynesianism to boost growth may not necessarily mean that government spending does not create jobs. Moreover, the argument that government can create jobs is not dependent on Keynesian economics. Politicians from both parties, for instance, argued in favor of pork-filled transportation bills earlier this decade when the economy was enjoying strong growth — and job creation generally was their primary talking point. Unfortunately, no matter how the issue is analyzed, there is virtually no support for the notion that government spending creates jobs. Indeed, the more relevant consideration is the degree to which bigger government destroys jobs. Both the theoretical and empirical evidence argues against the notion that big government boosts job creation. Theory and evidence lead to three unavoidable conclusions: The theory of government-instigated job creation overlooks the loss of resources available to the productive sector of the economy. Frederic Bastiat, the great French economist (yes, there were admirable French economists, albeit all of them lived in the 1800s), is well known for many reasons, including his explanation of the "seen" and the "unseen." If the government decides to build a "Bridge to Nowhere," it is very easy to see the workers who are employed on that project. This is the "seen." But what is less obvious is that the resources to build that bridge are taken from the private sector and thus are no longer available for other uses. This is the "unseen." So-called stimulus packages have little bang for the buck. Even if one assumes that money floats down from Heaven and we don't have to worry about the "unseen," government is never an efficient way to achieve an objective. Based on the amount of money that is being discussed and the claims of how many jobs will be created, Harvard Professor Greg Mankiw filled in the blanks and calculated that each new job (assuming they actually materialize) will cost $280,000. But since money doesn't come from Heaven, this calculation is only a partial measure of cost. In reality, the cost of each government job should reflect how that $280,000 would have been spent more productively in the private sector. Government workers are grossly overpaid. There are several reasons why it costs so much for the government to "create" a job, including the inherent inefficiency of the public sector. But the dominant factor is probably the excessive compensation packages for bureaucrats. According to Bureau of Economic Analysis data, the average employee for the federal government now gets paid nearly twice as much as workers in the productive sector of the economy.

AT: Jobs Key to Econ 

Jobs are not key to the economy – external factors and debt ceiling

Swanson 11

Ian Swanson - 07/07/11 “Top Obama adviser says unemployment won't be key in 2012” http://thehill.com/homenews/campaign/170309-plouffe-says-jobs-rate-not-key-in-2012
President Obama’s senior political adviser David Plouffe said Wednesday that people won’t vote in 2012 based on the unemployment rate. Plouffe should probably hope that’s the case, since dismal job figures aren’t expected to get any better for Obama and the economy on Friday. Most economists expect a report from the Bureau of Labor Statistics to show that the nation added about 100,000 jobs in June. That’s not enough to keep up with population growth, let alone lower the unemployment rate or make a dent in the 9 million jobs lost during the so called Great Recession. [UPDATED: The jobs report released on Friday showed the economy added only 18,000 jobs, much less than anticipated. The unemployment rate creeped up to 9.2 percent.] It’s looking more and more like Obama will have to do something no president has done since Franklin Roosevelt: Win reelection with unemployment around 8 percent. Ronald Reagan, another president Obama is sometimes compared with, was reelected in 1984 when unemployment was 7.2 percent. Obama isn’t likely to see a number that low. Mark Zandi, chief economist for Moody’s Analytics, predicts the nation will have added 110,000 jobs in total in June, with 125,000 added in the private sector. Hiring by the public sector will continue to fall. The economy would have to add 350,000 jobs every month between now and December 2014 to get back to the pre-recession low of 5 percent unemployment, last seen in December 2007, according to the Economic Policy Institute (EPI). Reagan saw that kind of growth after the recession of the early 1980s, and it helped him win reelection by a comfortable 18 points. He also faced Walter Mondale, a weak opponent, from the opposing party — a bit of history Obama hopes to repeat in 2012. The economy hasn’t seen such high-octane growth since August 1993 to February 1995, when it last averaged 350,000 jobs created per month. Even during the tech boom in the latter half of the 1990s, the economy didn’t average that many jobs, according to Heidi Shierholz, an economist with EPI. The Obama campaign’s hope is that voters will feel the economy is improving in the fall of 2012, just as they did when Roosevelt and Reagan were reelected. That seemed to be at the root of Plouffe’s remarks on Wednesday, as quoted by Bloomberg. “The average American does not view the economy through the prism of GDP or unemployment rates or even monthly jobs numbers,” Plouffe said, according to Bloomberg. “People won’t vote based on the unemployment rate, they’re going to vote based on: ‘How do I feel about my own situation? Do I believe the president makes decisions based on me and my family?’ ” The remarks will likely irritate Democrats who think Obama and his political team have taken their eye off jobs. There’s some reason to think Obama could get a boost from the economy in the second half of the year, particularly given signs that the White House and congressional Republicans are moving closer to a deal that would lift the nation’s debt ceiling and cut trillions from annual deficits. There’s no doubt such a deal would boost confidence in the economy and the political system. It could also boost hiring. Layoffs have basically stopped since the recession, said Shierholz, but employers aren’t hiring even though corporations are expected to announce huge profits for the first half of the year. “We are still treading water at the bottom of a deep hole,” said Shierholz. The only real improvement in the labor market since the recession ended is with workers who have decided to sit out the slow economy and not look for a new job. That’s helped keep the unemployment rate low, Shierholz said. Zandi argues the economy was sidetracked for the first half of the year by a number of shocks that he hopes are temporary. They include the devastating tsunami in Japan that wreaked havoc on manufacturers around the world; turmoil in the Middle East; the ongoing conflict in Libya that sent crude oil prices to summer highs in the spring; and the debt talks, which Zandi said appear to have led the Treasury to slow outlays to avoid breaching the debt ceiling. “The ill effects of these shocks are or will soon fade and even add to growth during the second half of the year,” Zandi said in an email. He expects payroll employment gains to be back near 200,000 by the end of the year. If Zandi’s right and those gains continue through 2012, Plouffe might be proven right, too, as voters could be pleased with their position. But there isn’t a lot of room for Obama to maneuver when it comes to the unemployment rate. 

Education – not jobs – is key to the economy

Gehrke 12

Joel Gehrke, Commentary Writer at The Washington Examiner, July 13, 2012 “Ed. Secretary: Bad economy is not a ‘jobs crisis,’ it’s a ‘skills crisis’” http://washingtonexaminer.com/ed.-secretary-bad-economy-is-not-a-jobs-crisis-its-a-skills-crisis/article/2502112, 

Education Secretary Arne Duncan ascribed at least part of the nation’s ongoing economic weakness to poor education, as he called on state governors to maintain funding for college education. “Do we have a jobs crisis or do we have a skills crisis? I’m more and more concerned that we have a skills crisis,” Duncan told the National Governors Association today. “By some counts its over two million high-wage, high-skill jobs that we can’t fill today.” Duncan noted today and in a statement yesterday that the United States has dropped to 16th worldwide in terms of the percentage of adults with college degrees. He faulted state governors for cutting education funding. “We’ve made some progress, but the combination of deep state budget cuts and rising tuition prices is pushing an affordable college education out of reach for middle class families,” Duncan said in a statement yesterday. “As the President has said, the countries that out-educate today will out-compete us tomorrow. The federal government has done a tremendous amount to increase the amount of aid available to students. But we need states and institutions to meet us halfway by doing more to keep college costs down.” The White House has framed issues such as student loan interest rate increases as economic issues, as Republicans have gone on offense about the persistently high national unemployment rate.

Tax Reform not jobs key to econ

Sinquefield & Brown 12

REX SINQUEFIELD (Conservative retired financial executive active in Missouri politics and philanthropic causes) AND TRAVIS H. BROWN (manager of his own government and public affairs businesses) 07/17/2012 “Keeping Taxes Low At State LeveIs Key To Growth” http://news.investors.com/article/618436/201207171745/state-tax-cuts-key-to-economic-growth-wealth.htm?p=full, 

State taxes impact economic performance more than most people imagine. While the majority of attention is paid to the federal tax code, the evidence suggests that state taxes are just as important in determining economic competitiveness and often mean the difference between economic success and failure. The level and form of state taxation varies greatly, from no-income-tax states such as Florida and Texas to states like Hawaii and Oregon, which have the highest personal income tax rates in the nation (11%). Similarly, economic performance over the last decade has varied dramatically among the 50 states, with Illinois, California and New York performing very poorly, while Texas flourishes. Differences in state tax policies help explain this record. The U.S. economy, in the words of Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke, is heading for a massive tax cliff. The expiration of the 2001-2003 tax cuts, the expiration of the payroll tax cut and new taxes enacted as part of ObamaCare will completely upend the existing federal tax code. Given this state of affairs and the political gridlock in Washington, D.C., the best one can hope for is the extension of some of the existing tax rates and the avoidance of a disastrous, massive tax increase in January 2013. The chances for substantive tax reform that would make the U.S. more competitive are slim, given the administration's preoccupation with tax "fairness" and demonizing the rich. On the other hand, state taxes are ripe for reform, and many governors around the country are leading the charge to reduce or do away with their state income taxes all together. Tax reforms happening at the state level are much more likely to succeed than anything coming out of Washington D.C., and the evidence shows that cutting state personal income taxes can have a dramatic impact on economic performance. State tax reform is, therefore, the best chance to improve the competitiveness of the United States in this global race for jobs and prosperity.

Jobs not important to economy – tax reform key

Giokaris 12

John Giokaris, graduate from Loyola University Chicago with two Bachelor's in Political Science & Journalism, 3/20/12 “Tax Reform is the Key to Economic Recovery and Bipartisan Cooperation” http://www.policymic.com/articles/5033/tax-reform-is-the-key-to-economic-recovery-and-bipartisan-cooperation, ott

As the United States slogs through its worst post-recession recovery in history, Americans are left wondering if our best days are over. We’re suffering from a lack of confidence, certainty, and optimism. Unemployment remains stubbornly high while more people give up looking for work and switch over to dependence on government assistance to make ends meet. Is this the best Washington can offer us when it comes to opportunity and independence? President Barack Obama’s original campaign message of “hope and change” is now turning into one of lowering expectations. Americans are also increasingly frustrated with the extreme partisanship in Washington that paralyzes the ability of politicians to solve problems. The leadership of the parties is at polar opposite ends with their reform-minded solutions leaving very little common ground left for both sides of the aisle to work with. However, there is one area that provides a golden opportunity for bipartisan cooperation between the parties and would restore confidence, certainty, and optimism in our economy: pro-growth tax reform. Pro-growth tax reform, as illustrated in the bipartisan 1986 Tax Reform Act, closes loopholes that allow for overseas tax shelters as well as special interest subsidies in order to collect on revenue more efficiently while cutting tax rates across the board at the same time to incentivize businesses to keep money and jobs here instead of overseas, thus broadening the tax base. Our corporate tax code is a mess. Our 35% rate (39.2% when including state and local taxes) puts us at the top of the list for highest in the world, leaving us with a huge disadvantage competitively in the age of outsourcing and globalization. At the same time, our corporate tax code is riddled with loopholes and special interest subsidies, making the revenue we collect on our corporate taxes far less than where the rate is set. In other words, we’re not incentivizing global businesses to keep jobs and money here, while those who do lobby Washington for corporate tax exemptions. 

AT: Econ k/t Heg

Economic crises are universal – won’t impact US leadership

Freedman, ‘9 (Lawrence, Prof of war studies @ King’s College London. “A Subversive on the Hill,” The National Interest, May-June, Lexis. )

It is at the regional level rather than the global level that the American position might become vulnerable. The current crisis may well produce great turbulence in particular countries or groups of countries at a time when the United States feels it has enough on its plate internationally and is in an introspective mood because of the severity of its own economic challenges. Yet, contrary to early expectations, the economic crisis has not in itself led to a shifting of power balances. When the crisis was assumed to be largely financial in nature, so that the United States and the United Kingdom would suffer most, a shift to the surging economy of China was anticipated. Continental Europe could look on smugly and the oil producers would continue to benefit from high prices. The collapse of world trade, and subsequently the price of oil, soon made these judgments look premature. Indeed, the shock may be greater for countries with no relevant experience of the business cycle or else, as with the oil producers, burdened with ambitious plans based on the always-dangerous assumption that the recent past describes an indefinite future. The crisis is pulling everyone down: for the moment, at least, there are no clear winners. If the United States was the only country held back because of its economic difficulties then others might well take advantage of perceived American weakness. But in this case, with everyone struggling to confront big domestic issues, the United States is unlikely to face major challengers. When a state is forced to dedicate resources to internal problems, it has its own incentives to keep external relations calm. True, unforeseen crises can upset all calculations, but shared weakness may give the Obama administration some relief in terms of how it might be tested. It is already committed to addressing these various regional conflicts with a greater reliance on diplomatic means than the Bush administration, a sign that new military conflicts are unlikely.

Economic might and the military are not closely linked – crisis would not damage hegemony

DEUDNEY 1999 (Daniel, Asst Prof of Poli Sci at Johns Hopkins, Contested Grounds: Security and Conflict in the New Environmental Politics )

Alterations in the relative power of states are unlikely to lead to war as readily as the lessons of history suggest because economic power and military power are not as tightly coupled as in the past. The relative economic power position of major states such as Germany and Japan has changed greatly since the end of World War II. But these changes, while requiring many complex adjustments in interstate relations, have not been accompanied by war or the threat of war. In the contemporary world, whole industries rise, fall, and relocate, often causing quite substantial fluctuations in the economic well-being of regions and peoples, without producing wars. There is no reason to believe that changes in relative wealth and power positions caused by the uneven impact of environmental degradation would be different in their effects.

Competitiveness Now

The US is still competitive- Worker efficiency and innovation

Walden 10

Posted Jul. 28, 2010 at 3:27 p.m. Is U.S. still competitive? The answer is a resounding ‘Yes!’ By MICHAEL WALDEN, NCSU Economist http://wraltechwire.com/business/tech_wire/news/blogpost/8050877/ 

RALEIGH, N.C. – To many, the recession of the last two years is a symptom of a larger economic problem in the nation - that we just can't compete anymore. This viewpoint says that in today's globalized economy, where businesses can locate virtually anywhere and then ship their products physically or send their services electronically, it's a losing battle to think the U.S. can go head-to-head against lower wage countries. So should we just throw in the towel and wait for the day when everything we use will be made somewhere else? Is it inevitable that we become a nation of consumers and not producers? Based on the latest report from the World Economic Forum (WEF), the answer is a resounding "no." The WEF, which organizes a highly publicized and well-attended annual meeting in Davos, Switzerland each year, produces a Global Competitiveness Index for over 130 countries. The index is based on scores of factors, including worker costs and training, education quality, financing, infrastructure like roads and airports and innovation. The WEF combines these factors into a single number based on their relative importance to business persons and investors. And now the drum roll please. Based on the WEF Global Competitiveness Index, where does the U.S. rank in the latest reading for 2010? The answer is number two out of 133 countries. Only Switzerland ranked higher. The U.S. actually ranked number one in 2008 and 2009 and only missed the top spot this year due to the depth of the recession. Why are business people and investors so bullish on the U.S.? It's because we rank very high on two out of the three broad categories of factors important to the economy: innovation and efficiency. The U.S. ranks number one in the world on innovation. We are still the land of opportunity, where smart, creative and foresightful people can take a chance to follow their dream and hit it big. The U.S. also has excellent colleges and universities that both produce these entrepreneurs and support them with discoveries and practical applications. Efficiency means businesses get a lot of bang for their bucks spent on workers and other inputs. While worker costs in the U.S. may be higher than in other countries, the productivity of our workers - what they can produce in a given time period - is also commensurately higher. Investors also rate the U.S. high on worker flexibility. This means it's much easier to both downsize and upsize businesses and move workers from one firm to another. Again, our excellent higher education system helps with this transition.

States CP
1NC
Counterplan text: The fifty states of the United States should jointly [ plan mechanism ].
States can establish infrastructure banks

NGA 09 [Greg Dierkers, Program Director in the Environment, Energy and Transportation Division for the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Justin Mattingly member of the Environment, Energy and Natural Resources Division in the National Governors Association, NGA, “How States and Territories Fund Transportation”, p. 12-13,  http://www.ibtta.org/files/PDFs/How%20States%20fund%20transportation%20strategies.pdf] aw

State Infrastructure Banks (SIBs) are revolving loan funds  to finance highway and transit projects.  15  SIBs are in  place in 35 states, although more than 95 percent of the  funding is concentrated in eight states, and one state accounts for more than half. They became widespread in  1998 when the federal government expanded eligibility  and provided $150 million in seed funding for initial capitalization.  16  To date, SIBs have provided $6.2 billion in  loans for 693 different transportation projects. 
States can cooperate on banking

Skalaban 93 [Andrew Skalaban, University of California, Davis, 1996, “Policy Cooperation among the States: The Case of Interstate Banking Reform”, American Journal of Political Science, http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/3330754] aw 

Explanations-the existence of a pattern of previous cooperation and   one-shot incentives  to cooperate based on the competitive  potential  of a   state's banking industry-may help illuminate why cooperation arose   among a number of states to implement  the deregulation  of interstate   banking.   Many policy solutions require intergovernmental  cooperation for   their implementation.  In areas ranging from border disputes to the disposal of low-level nuclear wastes, interstate  compacts and agreements   facilitate  governance.  A majority  of these compacts and agreements  have   come into existence since World War II (Feigenbaum 1986). The rate of increase in interstate  agreements  fits in nicely with the idea that the   expectation  of the need for future interaction,  based on past experience,   drives current  cooperation. This suggests that the implementation  of reciprocal agreements  to deregulate interstate  banking may be, at least   partly, a function  of the level of past interaction  between any two given   states. 

CP solves - Cooperation
State will cooperate even if there are competitors—interstate banking agreement proves

Skalaban 93 [Andrew Skalaban, University of California, Davis, 1996, “Policy Cooperation among the States: The Case of Interstate Banking Reform”, American Journal of Political Science, http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.2307/3330754] aw 

Explanations-the existence of a pattern of previous cooperation and   one-shot incentives  to cooperate based on the competitive  potential  of a   state's banking industry-may help illuminate why cooperation arose   among a number of states to implement  the deregulation  of interstate   banking.   Many policy solutions require intergovernmental  cooperation for   their implementation.  In areas ranging from border disputes to the dis-   posal of low-level nuclear wastes, interstate  compacts and agreements   facilitate  governance.  A majority  of these compacts and agreements  have   come into existence since World War II (Feigenbaum 1986). The rate   of increase in interstate  agreements  fits in nicely with the idea that the   expectation  of the need for future interaction,  based on past experience,   drives current  cooperation. This suggests that the implementation  of re-   ciprocal agreements  to deregulate interstate  banking may be, at least   partly, a function  of the level of past interaction  between any two given   states. 
Solvency - Generic
State infrastructure banks improve infrastructure and avoid spending and politics

Freemark 12 Yonah Freemark, writer on cities and transportation at The Transport Politic,1/2/12, “How to Pay for America's Infrastructure,” The Atlantic Cities, http://www.theatlanticcities.com/politics/2012/01/solution-americas-infrastructure-woes/845/# linja

America's transportation infrastructure is in desperate need of an update, and most politicians would agree that more funding should be dedicated the nation’s highways and mass transit systems. Yet there is little consensus about where to find those new funds and Democrats and Republicans disagree stridently over whether Washington should increase its role.¶ One potentially fertile place for compromise may be in the form of state infrastructure banks, which have gained support from both the left and right in recent months. These public agencies, provided some government funds, would be designed to encourage significant private investment. And they would do so with little interference from the national government.¶ "I-banks" could lend states, municipalities, and perhaps even private sector agencies a significant portion of project funds that would later be paid back through user fees, public-private partnerships, or dedicated taxes.¶ The idea is to get more transportation projects under construction without significantly expanding the national deficit. And the idea is not particularly new: Infrastructure banks have been on the radar since 1995, when state banks were initially authorized to receive federal funds. Now, more than thirty states have them in operation.¶ But most operate on a small scale, and are unprepared to fund large-scale projects. They are also strongly tilted toward highway infrastructure, not multimodal needs.¶ Yet recent proposals have been much more ambitious. President Obama has made the case strongly throughout his first term that a national bank run by the U.S. Department of Transportation would be most effective, since it would be staffed by experts and backed by the federal government. A proposal announced by the White House earlier this year would put $10 billion in the coffers of such an agency.¶ Democrats in the Congress introduced a bill to fund such an organization in October, but John Mica (R-FL), chairman of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, has said that he would refuse to endorse such a concept. Mica suggests that states are up to the task and that Washington’s involvement would get in the way. Some Democrats have articulated a compromise. Senator Ron Wyden (D-OR), for instance, introduced a bill that would pass one billion dollars to each state to set up their own infrastructure banks.
States solve better
States solve best—more effectively focus on transportation needs

Christman and Riordan, Anastasia Christman Senior Policy Analyst at NELP, And Christine Riordan, Dean, Daniels College of Business, Dec. 2011, “State Infrastructure Banks: ¶ Old Idea Yields New Opportunities for Job Creation,” National Employment Law Project, http://www.nelp.org/page/-/Job_Creation/State_Infrastructure_Banks.pdf?nocdn=1 linja

Many lawmakers and economists in Washington, D.C. have¶ advocated the creation of a national infrastructure bank (NIB) to ¶ kick-start investments in the country’s aging roads, bridges, water ¶ systems, transit systems, airports and other infrastructure. This ¶ NIB, as proposed in the Senate and by the White House, would ¶ provide financial assistance to infrastructure projects that ¶ contributed to regional or national economic growth, demonstrated ¶ a clear public benefit, led to job creation, offered value to ¶ taxpayers, and mitigated environmental concerns.¶ 1¶ The federal ¶ assistance would be used to leverage private investment, and ¶ would be paid back through user fees or other dedicated revenue ¶ sources. Supported by parties as diverse as the Chamber of ¶ Commerce and the AFL-CIO, the idea has nevertheless become ¶ politically charged in Washington.¶ 2¶ Getting stalled-out in D.C. doesn’t mean advocates for better ¶ financing for infrastructure have to sit on their hands. Indeed, in ¶ state houses across the country, lawmakers are having robust ¶ debates about infrastructure projects, and several cities have taken ¶ bold moves to identify innovative infrastructure funding ¶ mechanisms.¶ 3¶ The fact is that infrastructure is a profoundly local issue and is a key ¶ determinant of a community’s standard of living.¶ 4¶ As former ¶ Pennsylvania Governor Ed Rendell noted in a U.S. Congressional ¶ hearing on infrastructure, “Visible or not, properly functioning ¶ infrastructure provides us with the reliability and predictability that ¶ we as Americans have come to expect from modern daily life.”¶ 5¶ Everyday Americans feel the effects of deteriorating physical assets ¶ close to home in the form of traffic delays, unsafe drinking water, ¶ inadequate public transportation and unpredictable electrical ¶ power. Local lawmakers recognize this: in a 2011 survey, more 2¶ than three-quarters of U.S. mayors identified the need to ¶ prioritize maintenance of current roads and streets over ¶ building new highways, and almost half indicated a need to ¶ grow public transit capacity.¶ 6¶ State and local governments and their constituents already ¶ carry much of the burden of funding these critical ¶ resources. Nationally, “transportation” is typically the ¶ third-largest state expenditure after “education” and ¶ “public welfare.”¶ 7¶ Since the Cold War era, local ¶ governments have invested more than $1.25 trillion in ¶ water and sewer investments.¶ 8¶ As the National Conference ¶ of State Legislatures has pointed out, “Local ¶ governments—including counties, townships and ¶ municipalities—provide approximately 30 percent of total ¶ surface transportation funding and own 77 percent of the ¶ nation’s roadway miles.”¶ 9¶ ¶ Yet, federal funding streams through the National Surface Transportation Act or the Federal Highway ¶ Trust Fund send money to the states without requirements to consider the infrastructure needs of ¶ cities and metropolitan areas. As a 2008 policy brief from the National Conference of Mayors noted, ¶ “[O]f the more than $42 billion annually flowing to states for surface transportation investment, only ¶ six percent of available funds are directed to decision-makers in the nation’s metropolitan areas.”¶ 10¶ Unfortunately, traditional sources of state funding aren’t doing the job. Through 2010, nineteen U.S.¶ states cut transportation funding,¶ 11¶ and in 2011 another six states followed suit.¶ 12¶ To truly address ¶ the infrastructure shortcomings that affect our communities most acutely, we need state-level ¶ solutions that include input from local lawmakers and local constituents. ¶ Even in the absence of an NIB, two-thirds of state legislatures have already embraced the concept of ¶ the infrastructure bank. Since the 1990s, various federal bills have authorized states to create their ¶ own state infrastructure banks (SIBs) to finance priority projects. In this brief, we will elaborate on ¶ the different types of SIBs that exist today, share some interesting projects that have been funded ¶ with SIBs, and posit some best practices that advocates in any state could be urging lawmakers to ¶ adopt. An SIB, if designed with enough flexibility in applicable projects and with opportunities for ¶ local advocates and lawmakers to weigh in on priorities, can be an effective tool for repairing the ill ¶ effects of decades of neglect to our communities’ transportation networks, water systems and power ¶ grids.

States solve

Sloane 12 Sean Sloane, Transportation Policy Analyst at Council of State Governments, 7/5/12, “State Infrastructure Banks,” Knowledge Center at the Council of State Governments, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/content/state-infrastructure-banks linja

State infrastructure banks can help states stretch their state and federal dollars and meet the demands of financing large, impactful, long-term infrastructure projects. When government agencies and authorities must seek yearly grants and allocations to finance projects, the completion of those projects can be delayed for months or years. State infrastructure banks can identify, promote and lend money to creditworthy transportation projects to ensure they’re built within a reasonable timeframe and in a financially sustainable way. And because these banks act as a “revolving fund,” more projects can ultimately be financed.¶ ¶ When bonding is used to finance a project, the bonds are usually one of two types: revenue or general obligation. Revenue bonds often are used to finance infrastructure projects that have the ability to produce revenue through their operations; for example, new highway lanes that can be tolled or public transit facilities on which fares can be collected. These types of bonds are typically guaranteed by the project revenues, but not by the full faith and credit of a state, city or county. General obligation bonds, on the other hand, are backed by the full faith and credit of the issuing authority. These are used to finance projects that rely on government’s general revenues, such as income, sales and property tax revenue. Cities, counties and states pledge these revenues to issue the bonds and repay them.¶ ¶ But the revolving fund aspect of a state infrastructure bank means states can lend funds for projects and receive loan repayments, which can be returned to the system for more project loans. The funding also can be turned into much larger credit lines, multiplying transportation investment capacity.¶ ¶ When transportation projects are financed in a traditional way, funds from a state department of transportation or the federal Highway Trust Fund are spent and two types of risk are assumed. Projects are at risk of delay as state officials wait for the state or federal funds to become available, which may increase the costs and delay the project’s benefits. Secondly, states face the risk that a poorly selected project will fail to produce social or economic benefits and tie up scarce capital resources that could have gone to other potentially more successful projects.¶ ¶ Both of those risks are diminished with state infrastructure bank financing. First, projects don’t have to wait for funding and delays and cost overruns are avoided. Secondly, a state infrastructure bank has a built-in project evaluation process. Projects are assessed based on their financial viability, which provides a level of economic discipline that is not always present with traditional state project funding. Better, more benefit-producing projects can be the result.4

States solve

Sloane 11 Sean Sloane, Transportation Policy Analyst at Council of State Governments, 9/9/11, “Infrastructure Key Part of Obama’s $450 Billion American Jobs Act; Highway Bill Extension Clears a Hurdle,” Knowledge Center at the Council of State Governments, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/content/infrastructure-key-part-obama%E2%80%99s-450-billion-american-jobs-act-highway-bill-extension-clears- linja

Some also believe the federal government might be wise to move to bolster existing and already successful state infrastructure banks instead of creating a national one. That’s the way that U.S. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman John Mica has said he would like to go.¶ “A National Infrastructure bank run by Washington bureaucrats requiring Washington approval and Washington red tape is moving in the wrong direction,” Mica said in a statement after the President’s speech. “A better plan to improve infrastructure is to empower our states, 33 of which already have state infrastructure banks.”

TIFIA CP

1NC Shell

Counterplan: The United States federal government should substantially increase the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program.

TIFIA solves case better and quicker – empirically proven

Yarema, 11 (Geoffrey, chair of the Infrastructure Practice Group at the law firm, 10/12/2011, Nossaman LLP Congressional Documents and Publications, House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit Hearing  "National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and More Red Tape" http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-112hhrg70681/pdf/CHRG-112hhrg70681.pdf)

C. TIF1A Offers Significant Advantages That Can Be Realized Today While promoting the concept of a national infrastructure bank, the President has rightly noted that "building a world class transportation system is part of what made us an economic superpower." I would suggest, however, that building a new bureaucracy to improve that system is an entirely avoidable diversion of limited federal resources. Instead, we should use the TIFIA program to help restore our nation's transportation infrastructure and regain the competitive advantage of a mobile economy. 1. Use Our Existing Tools Unlike a newly-conceived national infrastructure bank, TiFIA - and all of the necessary authorizations and organizations required to implement and administer it - already exists. By using TIFIA to help finance improvements to the nation's surface transportation system, we avoid incurring the costs, delays and bureaucratic struggles inherent in creating a brand new governmental institution. The TIFIA program already has in place an established decision-making process, administrative regulations, a dedicated staff, guiding policies and procedures, and a successful 12-year track record as an institution. In a phrase, TIFIA is a proven, valuable and essential commodity. 2. Turn the Backlog into Blueprints - Now What the TIFIA program also has, as discussed in more specific detail below, is a backlog of applications for nationally significant projects totaling nearly $30 billion. Although we do not typically think of an inventory of unrequited demand as an asset, the existing backlog means that the TIFIA program is already positioned to quickly help finance billions of dollars in new projects that might otherwise be delayed or deferred due' to their size, complexity or the unpredictability of their revenue streams. These are large projects of regional or national significance that are cleared or are close to obtaining environmental clearance, have project sponsors assembling state, local and private capital to substitute for the diminished availability of federal tax dollars, and provide critical improvements to passenger and freight mobility in this country. With additional resources, TIFIA could get more projects currently stalled at the proposal stage to their groundbreaking ceremonies - and in short order. 3. Focus on Transportation In addition to transportation infrastructure, the President's proposed national infrastructure bank would entertain applications for financing assistance from projects ranging from dams and levees to energy efficiency enhancements and transmission lines. What we conclude from the breadth of infrastructure classes that would be eligible to apply for the bank's maximum $10 billion volume of annual loans and loan guarantees, is that transportation will be fighting for this limited resource in much the same way constituencies of diverse interests and conflicting agendas fight over the General Fund. TIFIA resources are dedicated to highways and transit projects. With TIFIA serving as the "national infrastructure bank" for transportation projects, the struggle for federal assistance among other forms of infrastructure would be eliminated. 4. Create Jobs The projects financed through TIFIA will create jobs in enormous numbers -and quickly. According to the FHWA, 28,000 jobs are created for every billion dollars in transportation construction. If TIFIA were funded only to the extent of its existing $30 billion backlog, it could create nearly one million jobs.

TIFIA solves – Generic

Expanding TIFIA solves infrastructure investment

Kessler 11 (Fred,  Democratic Party member of the Wisconsin State Assembly, Public Works Financing, February,'2011, Why TIFIA Matters for Transportation, http://www.pwfinance.net/document/research_reprints/3%20why%20tifia%20matters.pdf)

TIFIA in essence has most of the attributes of a national infrastructure bank. With modest changes to the program, it could add tremendous new leverage to national transportation infrastructure investment, with little relative impact on the federal budget and with no need to engage in a protracted debate about whether to form and how to govern and fund a national infrastructure bank. Program Improvements Here are several changes that would improve TIFIA’s benefits, many of which follow recommendations of the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Finance Commission: Increase the cap on TIFIA budgetary authority to reflect demand. The Commission recommended $300 million; others have recommended $500 million. At current 4 levels of demand, we need $800 million per year. In lieu of consuming scarce TIFIA budgetary authority to cover the subsidy cost of the TIFIA credit, Congress should allow applicants to pay the subsidy cost from another funding source, including charging it to a state’s federal?aid highway apportionment. This adds no cost to the HTF but uses the apportionment to leverage at least 10x the federally?sourced dollars. Expand it from 33% of eligible project costs to 100% of planning and preliminary design costs and 50% of other eligible project costs. Allow it to be used where senior debt is not investment grade, and address risk issues by adjusting the subsidy cost and/or interest rate. Treat TIFIA as an essential source of financing like any other debt, and not a vehicle for imposing vague public benefit requirements (most recently, livability and sustainability) by whatever Administration is in power . These have resulted in diversion of scarce TIFIA resources away from highways, where need, demand and opportunity are great. There is no reason to apply these policies to TIFIA loans when they are not applied to grant?funded projects. If the budgetary cap is raised to meet demand, pressure to distinguish projects based on these vague perceived benefits would ease. With these changes, TIFIA will become an even more valuable tool to close the national transportation funding gap
Expanding TIFIA solves benefits of Infrastructure Bank

CBO 12 (Congressional budgeting office, Infrastructure Banks and Surface Transportation, JULY 2012, http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/07-12-12-InfrastructureBanks.pdf)

A program with many of the characteristics of an infrastructure bank already exists within DOT: the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program. The TIFIA program provides loans, loan guarantees, or lines of credit to help finance complex, large-scale transportation projects deemed significant to a region or the nation. Applicants’ projects are weighed against those of others to determine which receive financing. TIFIA provides flexible repayment terms and potentially more favorable interest rates than applicants could secure in private capital markets for up to one-third of a project’s costs. 27 As an alternative to establishing a federal infrastructure bank, the Congress could broaden the TIFIA program to achieve many of the same goals. TIFIA can offer credit assistance for projects that can achieve an investment-grade rating and that can repay a loan with project-generated funds. The scope of that assistance could be adjusted to better support applications from municipalities that include multiple projects. Nevertheless, all aspects of a project would have to meet federal requirements to proceed under TIFIA, just as they would under an infrastructure bank, and only a limited number of projects are likely to be able to generate revenues that could be used to repay a TIFIA loan. Most projects receiving TIFIA loans have been able to leverage those loans and receive additional financing. Since its inception in 1998, TIFIA has received about $600 million in budget authority. 28 That budget authority supported almost $8 billion in initial project assistance that will be repaid over time. That assistance, in turn, supported projects costing about $30 billion in total; for those projects, the private sector and state and local governments contributed most of the funding. Since 2008, the TIFIA program has received more applications for funding than it has funds available, but not all of those projects have been eligible for a TIFIA loan or ready to proceed to construction. 29 In 2010, projects submitted letters of interest for about $12.5 billion worth of credit assistance from TIFIA. However, a letter of interest does not ensure that a project’s economics make it eligible for a TIFIA loan. If all of those projects were suitable, that volume would translate to a little less than $1.3 billion in budget authority, assuming a subsidy rate of 10 percent. If, in contrast, only half of the projects met the eligibility requirements for TIFIA and were feasible, the Congress would need to appropriate about $600 million to meet all of the demand. In all likelihood, the fraction of projects meeting the eligibility requirements is lower, however. On the basis of its assessment of the demand for credit assistance, the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission recommended that the Congress authorize $300 million a year for credit assistance through TIFIA (see Figure 1).

TIFIA is proven effective, popular, and operates similar to the bank

BMI 10 (Buisness monitor International, 2011 Budget Proposes A National Infrastructure Bank, United States - Infrastructure - Feb 02 2010, http://store.businessmonitor.com/article/324589/)

The bank resembles the Transport Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) which has proved a popular and very effective method of financially supporting transport infrastructure investments. The TIFIA offers federal credit assistance to transport projects deemed regionally or nationally significant in the form of loans, loan guarantees and standby credit lines. Total TIFIA assistance so far has reached US$7.7bn, facilitating US$29bn worth of transport projects. The infrastructure bank will not replace the TIFIA, which is also set to receive funding in the 2011 budget, with US$100mn for direct loan subsidies and US$20mn for loan guarantee subsidies.

BMI strongly supports the establishing of national infrastructure bank in the US. Credit assistance provided by the TIFIA has been pivotal in supporting transport infrastructure projects over the past year. Indeed, every single public-private partnership road project that has reached financial closure in the past year has benefitted from TIFIA assistance. With the infrastructure bank providing a similar service on a much larger scale, it will considerably facilitate private investment, as well as provide much more transparent regulation.

The bank would be a duplication of TIFIA – solve project selection and investment

AASHTO journal 12 ( American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. July 20, 2012, CBO Report Finds a National Infrastructure Bank Would Be Duplicative of Current Programs , http://www.aashtojournal.org/Pages/072012CBO.aspx)

A new Congressional Budget Office report released last Thursday finds the creation of a national infrastructure bank could pose some benefits but would ultimately duplicate many programs that already exist while also proving troublesome for many projects looking to secure funding. The report, "Infrastructure Banks and Surface Transportation," explains how this infrastructure bank would work, as some policymakers have suggested this might be a way to fund transportation in the future. It would be federally funded and controlled, and would select locally proposed transportation construction projects for funding based on a set of criteria, such as cost and benefit. Financing would then be provided in the form of loans and loan guarantees. In order to repay those loans, any project financed through the new infrastructure bank would need a solid revenue stream such as taxes or tolls. Other partners could lend financial assistance as well. The report outlines multiple limitations to setting up a national infrastructure bank. CBO states that only some surface transportation projects would be seen as good candidates for the loans, as a majority of projects don't include funding means such as tolls. Also a disadvantage is the fact that the financial assistance (in the form of loans) wouldn't be much different than what the U.S. Department of Transportation currently offers with the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program. As the report states, "As an alternative to creating a federal infrastructure bank, that program could be expanded to meet most of the same goals." There are, however a couple specific advantages in creating a national infrastructure bank as outlined by CBO, namely that it may encourage sponsors of projects to charge its users for the benefits they get, meaning subsidies to those projects would be a small percentage of total costs. Also beneficial would be that the selection process could overcome barriers in funding multi-jurisdictional and/or multimodal projects, currently a bit more challenging.

Infrastructure bank is too selective – expanding TIFIA solves best

CBO 12 (Congressional budgeting office, Infrastructure Banks and Surface Transportation, JULY 2012, http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/07-12-12-InfrastructureBanks.pdf)

A key limitation of providing funding through a federal infrastructure bank is that only some surface transportation projects would be good candidates for such funding, because most projects do not involve tolls or other mechanisms to collect funds directly from project users or other beneficiaries. A second drawback is that the support offered for surface transportation by most proposed infrastructure banks would not differ substantially from the loans and loan guarantees already offered by the Department of Transportation (DOT) through its Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) program. As an alternative to creating a federal infrastructure bank, that program could be expanded to meet most of the same goals.
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TIFIA good – Red tape and Delays

TIFIA solves the aff while avoiding bureaucracy and delays

House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 11 (NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE BANK WOULD CREATE MORE RED TAPE & FEDERAL BUREAUCRACY

October 12, 2011, http://transportation.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=1421)

Committee leaders and transportation officials and experts at a Congressional hearing today agreed that the creation of a new National Infrastructure Bank, as proposed by the Obama Administration, would add to the amount of red tape and federal bureaucracy that already slows down and diverts funding away from transportation and infrastructure projects. Members of the Committee and witnesses highlighted existing federal programs and authorities that could be strengthened to finance infrastructure projects more effectively than simply increasing the size of the government. Members and witnesses also agreed that expediting the cumbersome project approval process would facilitate infrastructure improvements. Chairman Mica’s Statement “We must use every responsible mechanism possible to move projects and expand our capacity to finance infrastructure maintenance and improvements, but a National Infrastructure Bank is dead on arrival in Congress,” said U.S. Rep. John L. Mica (R-FL), Chairman of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. “There are several reasons for this. One is that we do not need to create more federal bureaucracy. In fact, with over 100 separate federal surface transportation programs, we need less bureaucracy. “The federal government also has existing financing programs that serve the same purpose as a National Infrastructure Bank, such as TIFIA, RRIF and others, that we can improve and strengthen. “Another reason a national bank is DOA is because there is already such a bank structure in place at the state level. Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist, and we can ensure financing and build upon this foundation without creating a new level of federal bureaucracy. “If the Administration’s goal is to get people to work immediately, a National Infrastructure Bank that will require more than a year to create and $270 million to run is not the answer. That is funding that should be used for infrastructure, but would instead be used to create more red tape.

TIFIA good – Faster

TIFIA solves substantially faster

Sloane 11 Sean Sloane, Transportation Policy Analyst at Council of State Governments, 9/9/11, “Infrastructure Key Part of Obama’s $450 Billion American Jobs Act; Highway Bill Extension Clears a Hurdle,” Knowledge Center at the Council of State Governments, http://knowledgecenter.csg.org/drupal/content/infrastructure-key-part-obama%E2%80%99s-450-billion-american-jobs-act-highway-bill-extension-clears- linja
Some however are questioning whether the creation of a national infrastructure bank would provide the kind of immediate stimulus the nation needs and the President wants from the jobs plan.¶ “An I-Bank will not create any jobs on day one; it probably won’t create jobs on day 365,” Janet Kavinoky of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce told CNN Money this week. “In my view it could take three years.”¶ Ron Utt of the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, concurs.¶ “Obama’s infrastructure bank would likely yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity—a prospect woefully at odds with the economic challenges confronting the nation,” he told CNN Money.¶ Others question the need to create an infrastructure bank as a new entity when resources already exist that allow the federal government to accomplish many of the same things a bank would.¶ “We already have a national infrastructure bank,” Geoffrey Yarema, a partner with the infrastructure-oriented law firm Nossaman LLP, told the public finance newspaper The Bond Buyer following the President’s speech. “It’s called the TIFIA program.”¶ TIFIA, which stands for Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act, is a program originally created in 1998 that sets up loan partnerships between the federal government and state and local governments, transit agencies, railroads, special districts or authorities and private entities to provide financing for transportation projects of regional and national significance.¶ Veteran transportation analyst Ken Orski told Energy and Environment Daily that “there is a widespread sentiment both in the House and Senate, rather than creating a new federal fiscal bureaucracy, we ought to strengthen and expand existing financial instruments, primarily TIFIA.”
TIFIA solves state budget

TIFIA frees up state fund

Poole 11 (Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy

Reason Foundation, Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Policy Brief by Robert W. Poole, Jr. Reason Foundation Policy Brief April 2011, http://reason.org/files/transportation_infrastructure_finance_brief.pdf)

http://reason.org/files/transportation_infrastructure_finance_brief.pdf

Why should fiscal conservatives support a federal loan program for infrastructure? Because states need to make productive improvements in their transportation systems at a time of limited resources, and tolling and PPPs are powerful tools to help them do that. The federal government looks set to limit federal transportation spending to the level of revenue coming into the Highway Trust Fund—which means federal highway and transit grant funding is likely to be lower during the next six years than during the previous six years. Therefore, Congress should give states and localities increased tools for self-help funding. This will help them to transition away from their current heavy dependence on federal grant assistance, consistent with narrowing the federal role. 1 TIFIA is a critically important tool for this purpose

TIFIA solves Public-Private

TIFIA solves public private partnerships

Poole 11 (Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy

Reason Foundation, Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Policy Brief by Robert W. Poole, Jr. Reason Foundation Policy Brief April 2011, http://reason.org/files/transportation_infrastructure_finance_brief.pdf)

In 1998 Congress created the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) to provide credit assistance (loans and/or loan guarantees) for surface transportation projects. These can be highway, transit, intercity passenger facilities, freight rail and freight transfer facilities. The intent of the program is to provide “gap” funding to worthwhile transportation infrastructure projects that have dedicated funding sources (such as tolls), but which might not be fully financeable without assistance in closing a funding gap. Therefore, TIFIA provides subordinated loans which can account for no more than 33% of a project’s funding. The senior debt (e.g., toll revenue bonds) must attain an investment-grade rating in order for the project to obtain TIFIA support. A growing number of public-private partnership (PPP) projects have made use of TIFIA loans in recent years.
More funding is key

TIFIA needs more funding – overwhelmed with applications

Poole 11 (Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy

Reason Foundation, Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Policy Brief by Robert W. Poole, Jr. Reason Foundation Policy Brief April 2011, http://reason.org/files/transportation_infrastructure_finance_brief.pdf)

The number one problem with TIFIA in 2011 is that demand for its loans vastly exceeds the very modest amounts of funding Congress has made available—currently just $122 million in annual budget authority. In FY 2010, the U.S. DOT received 39 pre-application letters of interest, but offered to provide support for only four projects. Moreover, in two cases where Congress allowed DOT to use supplemental funds for TIFIA, DOT has failed to take full advantage. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) allowed DOT to use up to $250 million of its total budget for additional TIFIA loans, but DOT used only $60 million of that. Likewise, when Congress permitted up to $150 million of the TIGER II money to be used for TIFIA loans, DOT used only $20 million for that purpose.

AT: No one will invest

The private sector loves TIFIA – overwhelmed with applications

Poole 11 (Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow and Director of Transportation Policy

Reason Foundation, Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) Policy Brief by Robert W. Poole, Jr. Reason Foundation Policy Brief April 2011, http://reason.org/files/transportation_infrastructure_finance_brief.pdf)

The number one problem with TIFIA in 2011 is that demand for its loans vastly exceeds the very modest amounts of funding Congress has made available—currently just $122 million in annual budget authority. In FY 2010, the U.S. DOT received 39 pre-application letters of interest, but offered to provide support for only four projects. Moreover, in two cases where Congress allowed DOT to use supplemental funds for TIFIA, DOT has failed to take full advantage. The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) allowed DOT to use up to $250 million of its total budget for additional TIFIA loans, but DOT used only $60 million of that. Likewise, when Congress permitted up to $150 million of the TIGER II money to be used for TIFIA loans, DOT used only $20 million for that purpose.

AT: TIFIA understaffed / no experts 

Expanding TIFIA solves staffing problems

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder, Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010, Pacifica Radio’s Washington bureau .Friday, October 28, 2011, Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/)

Scott Thomasson of the Progressive Policy Institute testified at the transportation committee hearing that an infrastructure bank was needed, in part, because TIFIA is understaffed and outsources much of its work to people with greater expertise. The first step toward creating an effective infrastructure bank would be “hiring the financial professionals that TIFIA lacks,” he said. That could help, but it’s not the strongest argument for creating a brand new entity. After all, if TIFIA just “beefed up” as many recommend, it could have that expertise in-house.
TIFIA popular – 1NC

TIFIA is comparatively more popular than NIB – Republicans LOVE it

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder, Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010, Pacifica Radio’s Washington bureau .Friday, October 28, 2011, Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/)

“Is TIFIA the first perfect federal program?” Nevertheless, Congressional Republicans have thrown their full support behind the program, mainly as a counterweight to the president’s proposed infrastructure bank. Consistent with their desire to limit the growth of the federal bureaucracy, they resist the idea of creating an entirely new entity, even though the bank would be independent from the government, a la the Export-Import Bank. There are two competing infrastructure bank bills in the Senate and a new one introduced earlier this week in the House. The Senate is planning to vote next week on a bill to spend $50 billion on infrastructure with another $10 billion in seed money for a bank – pieces of President Obama’s jobs bill, which has been dismembered for separate votes. Next week’s bill isn’t expected to pass. Indeed, many members think TIFIA is the way to go. At a House Transportation Committee hearing earlier this month, nearly every Republican present spoke out in favor of expanding TIFIA instead of creating a new bank. Chair John Mica asked why a bank was needed when “we have a successful example” in TIFIA. - Roy Kienitz Highways and Transit Subcommittee Chair John Duncan (R-TN) went as far as to ask, “Is TIFIA the first perfect federal program?” He noted, “Everyone has had glowing comments about TIFIA, and it’s a program that I support as well.” Yarema also noted that the Treasury “has actually made money off the TIFIA program,” as opposed to many other federal programs that end up costing taxpayers. He’s all in favor of casting off the idea of an infrastructure bank. “We already have a national infrastructure bank for transportation,” he said. “It’s called TIFIA.” One thing he and other transportation advocates like about TIFIA is that it’s only for transportation. While the Rockefeller-Lautenberg infrastructure bank proposal in the Senate is transportation-only (at least at first), the dominant I-bank proposal is the Kerry-Hutchison version, which would include other forms of infrastructure like energy and water treatment. Yarema admitted that some may see the breadth of scope as a strength of the bank concept, but he was concerned that “transportation would be in there competing for loans, not just with other transportation projects, but with dams and levees and ports and all kinds of infrastructure.”

TIFIA popular – 2NC

Extend 1nc Snyder – TIFIA expansion has generated MASSIVE support from congress. They see it as a way of expanding Infrastructure without endorsing Obama’s bank proposal or creating redundant bureaucracy. At the house transportation meeting Nearly every republican spoke out in favor of TIFIA over the bank.

TIFIA is SUPER POPULAR – empirics prove

Duncan 11 (U.S. Rep. John J. Duncan, Jr, NATIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE BANK WOULD CREATE MORE RED TAPE & FEDERAL BUREAUCRACY

October 12, 2011, http://transportation.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=1421)

“I, for one, do not support setting up a new bureaucracy in Washington where political appointees would decide which transportation projects are the most worthy to receive a Federal loan,” said U.S. Rep. John J. Duncan, Jr. (R-TN), Chairman of the Highways and Transit Subcommittee. “That is why Congress already established the State Infrastructure Bank program. Current law allows a state to use their Federal-aid funding to capitalize a State Infrastructure Bank and provide loans and loan guarantees to appropriate transportation projects that the state deems most important. “The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program, or TIFIA, was established in 1998 to provide loans and loan guarantees to surface transportation projects. In fact, the TIFIA program is so popular it received 14 times the amount of project funding requests in FY11 than the program has available to distribute. “Why not give these established programs more funding in order for them to reach their full potential? “This proposal is simply just another distraction as Congress pushes for a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill. The Administration should be focused on helping Congress pass this much overdue legislation and give the states some long-term funding certainty that a National Infrastructure Bank would most certainly not accomplish.”

Expanding TIFIA has full support of congress

Mitchell 11 (JOSH MITCHELL, Wall street journal. Lending Program Could Replace National Infrastructure Bank, 25 August 2011, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904070604576516662238918694.html?mod=dist_smartbrief)

The White House has drawn criticism from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and construction-industry lobbyists in recent weeks for continuing to call for a new national infrastructure bank to create jobs. Those critics say that while they support such a bank, it would take several years to begin financing projects, when more-immediate measures are needed to create jobs. Mr. Obama, during a bus tour across the Midwest this past week, began calling instead for a road-construction bill. "Tell Congress to get past their differences and send me a road-construction bill so that companies can put tens of thousands of people to work right now building our roads and bridges and airports and seaports," Mr. Obama told audiences. One idea the White House and House Republicans appear to agree on is expanding a program called the Transportation Infrastructure and Innovative Finance Act, or Tifia, which provides low-cost loans and loan guarantees to states, cities, regional transit agencies and private companies to carry out projects.

TIFIA popular - Dems

Democrats support TIFIA expansion

Snyder 11 (Tanya Snyder, Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010, Pacifica Radio’s Washington bureau .Friday, October 28, 2011, Why Create an Infrastructure Bank When We Could Just Expand TIFIA?, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2011/10/28/why-create-an-infrastructure-bank-when-we-could-just-expand-tifia/)

Democrats support infrastructure bank — reluctantly Democrats agreed that TIFIA should be expanded but said that it should be a complement, not a replacement, for the I-bank. Democratic support for the bank was sometimes tepid, though. Even Senate EPW Chair Barbara Boxer has been known to support expanding TIFIA instead of an infrastructure bank. At the hearing this month, Rep. Peter DeFazio, top Democrat on the Highways and Transit Subcommittee, confessed: Before Wall Street destroyed the economy, I had said, well, I really don’t see why we need an infrastructure bank. Most of the states have good credit and they can go out and borrow on their own at very good rates. But that isn’t the case anymore. The states need guarantees. They need help. Many are against their borrowing limits. And most of the banks, who were generously bailed out by Congress, aren’t lending. And credit bond markets are tight. So an infrastructure bank could be more useful for the states in that circumstance. DeFazio did note, however, that an infrastructure bank is, in the end, a bank that “expects to be re-paid.” So he wasn’t optimistic that it would help with state of good repair or new investments for transit systems or for rail – some of his biggest priorities. Sen. Mark Warner, an original (but often-unnamed) co-sponsor of what’s most commonly known as the Kerry-Hutchison infrastructure bank proposal, admits that’s a weakness of the infrastructure bank proposal. But he said at a recent event that even with a public funding source, an I-bank could be a helpful financing tool to drive interest rates down and lower the costs of a transit project.

Fed Inflation CP

1NC
Counterplan text: The United States Federal Reserve enact sufficient quantitative easing in order to spur heightened inflation.

Inflation solves and is isolated from congress
Davidson 11 Adam Davidson, co-founder of NPR's Planet Money, 11/16/11, “Could Every Day Be Black Friday?,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/11/20/magazine/adam-davidson-inflation-solution.html?partner=rss&emc=rss&pagewanted=all linja

There is, however, a way to achieve a healthier, extended Black Friday. It also results in consumers shopping and businesses hiring, but, paradoxically, it’s achieved through raising prices rather than cutting them. And it is truly one of the other scariest words in economics: inflation. Like a defibrillator, inflation is a blunt tool that, used exceedingly sparingly, can sometimes save the patient. The Federal Reserve can create inflation by pushing more dollars into the economy, a huge influx of which makes every dollar we have worth a bit less.¶ Most of the time, the rate of inflation is so low that we barely notice it. When it’s out of control, as it is right now in Zimbabwe, it makes money effectively worth nothing. But a bit of extra inflation can work miracles. With, say, 5 percent inflation — a bit more than double the current rate — $100 today will only buy $95 worth of stuff next year. That’s frightening, which is the point. We actually want consumers to realize that prices are rising and that money in their bank accounts is losing value if they don’t start spending. The same goes for companies too, which will be compelled to build and hire rather than sit on earnings, as many are now.¶ These days, the inflation solution is a hot topic among policy experts and economists, both liberal and conservative. Some Democrats think of it as a sort of back-door stimulus — because Congress won’t pass President Obama’s jobs plan. For a few Republicans, it’s a way to prod the economy without increasing government spending or debt. And then there are other economists who point out the rather obvious downsides: inflation, once it starts, can get out of control. Rising prices without new hiring would make people worse off. Weimar Germany’s hyperinflation led to Hitler; some blame inflation in the United States in the ’70s for giving us disco.¶ Even without these memories, inflation is a tough sell. It’s nearly impossible for politicians to tell Americans that their financial problems will be solved once the money in their wallets is worth less. (This, after all, is why Rick Perry threatened violence on Ben Bernanke.) Yet the biggest advantage, and somewhat terrifying disadvantage, to inflation as a policy tool is that it can be instituted without any politicians’ involvement. The Federal Reserve Board can meet and make some decisions, and pretty soon we’ll all see prices start rising.¶ In our bizarro economic world, where inflation can be good and discounts can be bad, the best long-term hope for the future might be the thing that most terrifies us. If emerging-market nations in Asia and Latin America develop a strong middle-class majority — as of now, they still haven’t — the United States will have less power and influence. But it also means that if our economy slows down again (and one day it will), American companies will be able to rely on consumers in Brazil and China without having to spur shoppers with extra inflation or deep discounts. There shouldn’t be anything scary about that.

Solvency – Generic 

Inflation solves

Chinn and Frieden 12 Menzie Chinn, professor of public affairs and economics at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and Jeffry Frieden, Stanfield professor of international peace at Harvard University, Jan/Feb. 2012, “How to Save the Global Economy: Whip Up Inflation. Now.,” Foreign Policy Group, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/01/03/5_whip_up_inflation_now?hidecomments=yes linja

Recovery from a debt crisis is always painfully slow, for reasons both economic and political. Creditors need to rebuild their balance sheets and are unwilling to make potentially risky loans. Debtors need to boost savings to cover their debts and are unwilling to resume spending. At the same time, debt-ridden countries collapse into political conflict over the question of who will pay to get them out of the red: Should it be taxpayers, bankers, public workers, or investors?¶ A bit of inflation can help on all these fronts. So long as the debts are denominated in national currency and interest rates are kept low by monetary policy, inflation reduces the real debt burden. This is, to be sure, a forced restructuring that puts some of the onus on creditors -- but that is almost always the outcome of more explicit negotiations in any case. When most of the debts are household debts, as they are in the United States and parts of the eurozone, it is not really feasible to renegotiate millions of mortgages and consumer loans; inflation takes care of that for the whole economy. It mitigates some of the political conflict and lessens some of the economic burden.¶ So far, though, none of the major debtors has been able to make this option work. The most troubled eurozone debtors -- Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, and Spain -- don't make their own monetary policy, so they cannot inflate away a share of their debt. Indeed, two-thirds to three-quarters of the foreign debts of Greece, Portugal, and Spain are owed to eurozone creditors, primarily in Germany and France. Even Ireland, which has strong financial ties to Britain and the United States, owes about half its debts to other eurozone countries. This means that if the European Central Bank decided to pursue inflation, it would be taking money out of the pockets of creditors that are also members of the eurozone -- and powerful members, too. As politically daunting as this might be, however, some such redistribution would almost certainly be part of any durable settlement of the eurozone debt crisis anyway -- and the apparent inability of Europe's leaders to arrive at such a settlement in anything near a timely fashion has only further confirmed that inflation may be the only politically feasible way forward.¶ For its part, the U.S. Federal Reserve has run a monetary policy appropriately focused on stimulating the economy, keeping interest rates extremely low, and engaging in "quantitative easing," whereby it twice increased purchases of long-term Treasury securities and mortgage-backed securities. This effort has not, however, been enough to raise prices by more than trivial amounts. The Fed policy should theoretically lead to an export-boosting depreciation of the dollar, but every attempt to moderate the dollar's value so far has been met by countervailing efforts on the part of the big surplus countries, especially China. These policies have also been countered by the dollar's continuing strength as a perceived safe haven in the midst of crisis: Domestic and international investors still think of Treasury securities as the most reliable place to park their money in uncertain times, a view that has maintained the dollar's value in spite of the Fed's interventions.¶ We're not proposing a lot of inflation -- just enough to reduce the debt burden to more manageable levels, which probably means in the 4 to 6 percent range for several years. The Fed could accomplish this by adopting a flexible inflation target, one pegged to the rate of unemployment. Chicago Fed President Charles Evans has proposed something very similar, a policy that would keep the Fed funds rate near zero and supplemented with other quantitative measures as long as unemployment remained above 7 percent or inflation stayed below 3 percent. Making the unemployment target explicit would also serve to constrain inflationary expectations: As the unemployment rate fell, the inflation target would fall with it.¶ Today our highest priority should be to stimulate investment, growth, and employment. Raising the expected inflation rate will lower real interest rates and spur investment and consumption. It will also make it difficult for the de facto dollar peggers, such as China, to sustain their policies. The resulting real depreciation of the dollar would stimulate production of U.S. exports and domestic goods that compete with imports, boosting American production. The United States would get faster growth, an accelerated process of deleveraging, a quicker recovery, and a firmer foundation upon which to address long-term fiscal problems.¶ 

Department of Competitiveness CP 
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Counterplan text: The United States federal government should establish a Department of Competitiveness and consolidate the responsibilities of competitiveness in the United States to said agency. 
Department of Competitiveness is key to sustained competitiveness and economic growth

Sallet and Pool 12 Jonathan Sallet, a partner in the Washington D.C. office of O’Melveny & Myers LLP And Sean Pool, the assistant editor of Science Progress, the Center for American Progress’s online science and technology policy journal, 1/19/12, “Rewiring the Federal Government for Competitiveness,” Center for Amreican Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/01/dwwsp_competitiveness.html linja
Simply put, government structures from the 19th and 20th centuries no longer conform to the demands of the 21st. Budget exigencies and economic-growth objectives require that the economic-growth efforts of the federal government be reconstituted so that our nation:¶ Makes the most efficient use of federal resources¶ Aligns most effectively with the businesses that create business plans and the state and local governments that implement regional growth strategies¶ Encourages bottom-up growth strategies attuned to the unique needs of the United States’ many regional economies¶ There has never been a U.S. cabinet-level agency like the one we propose. And there has never been a time when it is needed more than it is today. This new department would retain many of the existing functions of the Department of Commerce centered on economic growth and business formation, but would add to their critical mass while reducing redundancies across the federal government. Bringing together key competitiveness functions around trade, technology, training, and economic growth under one umbrella will elevate the effectiveness and the status of the newly created department within the government, and increase the influence of its secretary in the cabinet.¶ Today, national macroeconomic policies are managed by the White House, the Department of the Treasury, and the independent Federal Reserve Board. Mission-specific economic policies find their home in agencies that include the Departments of Education, Energy, Housing, Labor, and Defense, and the National Institutes of Health. But economic growth is not simply a matter of macroeconomic policy plus the sum total of mission-specific policies. The creation of businesses, the hiring and training of workers, and the growth of communities stem as well from opportunities fostered by governments seeking to boost economic growth in all sectors of the economy in all the different parts of our nation.¶ Crafting a new Department of Competitiveness would align federal programs more effectively and efficiently with the realities of our uniquely American competitive strengths. That process can start right now, before legislation is passed, with an executive order that, as explained below, improves the efficiency of current microeconomic policies. And that same goal would be the charge of the new Department of Competitiveness.¶ Any plan to revamp the Department of Commerce must ultimately find a home for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, or NOAA. A recommendation about the most appropriate location for NOAA is beyond the scope of this report. But regardless of its ultimate home within the bureaucratic landscape, NOAA must maintain its structural integrity and fiercely protect the preeminent role of science in management of our nation’s oceanic and atmospheric resources. Further, NOAA must ensure that its regulatory decisions remain free of undue pressure from external sources. As the conversation about government reorganization continues to evolve, the Center for American Progress’s environment and ocean policy teams will be developing specific recommendations about an appropriate structure for this agency.¶ Similarly, in addressing the issue of what to do with the federal government’s various economic statistics functions, we quickly found that the scope of the question outgrew the space in this paper. One approach, as CAP suggested in its “Focus on Competitiveness” paper, would be to bring the Census Bureau and the Bureau of Economic Analysis together as part of a consolidated economic statistics agency. We asked George Washington University research professor Andrew Reamer to write a separate paper for this series titled “Economic Intelligence.” He makes a number of practical, achievable recommendations to upgrade our national statistics efforts for the 21st century.¶ Uniting these four focus areas—trade, general-purpose technology, place-based economic growth, and workforce training—under one department would increase efficiency and enable the government to more effectively create and implement a truly comprehensive strategy to foster American innovation and economic competitiveness. The result would be more and better job creation and sustained economic growth.
Solvency
Department of Competitiveness improves efficiency and solves competitiveness

Sallet and Pool 12 Jonathan Sallet, a partner in the Washington D.C. office of O’Melveny & Myers LLP And Sean Pool, the assistant editor of Science Progress, the Center for American Progress’s online science and technology policy journal, 1/19/12, “Rewiring the Federal Government for Competitiveness,” Center for Amreican Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/01/dwwsp_competitiveness.html linja
One fact and one imperative appear to be on a collision course. Federal spending will decrease in the coming years, yet the importance of boosting our nation’s science and economic competitiveness cannot be overstated. How do we reconcile the two?¶ The traditional language used in such circumstances is to seek more bang for the buck. But even that’s not good enough anymore. The federal budget has to deliver the “best” for the buck, meshing the most efficient use of taxpayer resources with the most effective structure. That is particularly true where the federal government works with businesses, workers, communities, universities, and state and local governments to grow our economy. The historical evolution of federal functions and the jurisdictional scope of congressional committees no longer justify the current grab-bag organization of trade, technology, economic growth, and workforce functions in our federal government.¶ Today, there are more than 3,000 federal assistance programs that provide grants, loans, credit enhancements, and financing and technical assistance to firms, educational institutions, nonprofits, and local governments to pursue job-creating activities related to science and economic competitiveness. These programs are currently administered separately by the Economic Development Administration, Employment and Training Administration, Small Business Administration, Department of Housing and Urban Development, Department of Agriculture, and a swath of other federal agencies. Beyond assistance programs, other federal efforts that affect competitiveness—such as industry contracts, regulatory frameworks, and existing management structures—are equally fragmented.¶ That is why we propose reorganizing the functions of the Department of Commerce, moving significant portions of the current agency to other parts of the executive branch, and bringing in competitiveness-relevant functions from agencies outside the Department of Commerce. The purpose: to create a new, focused Department of Competitiveness that integrates federal policy around four interconnected areas of competitiveness:¶ Trade¶ Technology¶ Economic growth¶ Workforce development¶ Where federal efforts are focused on general-purpose outcomes, such as export promotion and infrastructure technologies, we suggest that they be placed within the new department to boost their effectiveness. Where federal efforts are specialized and mission-specific but share overlapping constituencies with the new department’s work, we propose the creation of a new “Common Application”—a single point of access to related federal programs—to ensure that programs also work smoothly across governmental agencies in a manner that is most convenient for their users, such as small businesses and universities.

Only Department of Competitiveness solves all internal links to competitiveness

Center for American Progress 12 Center for American Progress, an independent nonpartisan educational institute dedicated to improving the lives of Americans through progressive ideas and action, 1/19/12, “Series on U.S. Science, Innovation, and Economic Competitiveness,” Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/01/dwwsp_overview.html linja

Innovation is and always has been the engine that drives economic growth in the United States. Economists believe that innovation—new technologies, products, processes, and the industries they create—is responsible for between half and 80 percent of all economic growth.¶ Indeed, U.S. companies and industries, with the help of federally funded research, have invented many things that the world wants to buy—think light bulbs, assembly line automobile production, computers, Internet applications, handheld wireless devices, photovoltaic solar cells, Global Positioning System satellites, and the list goes on. This innovative spirit of the American people, protected by the rule of law, keeps us in the world’s top position in innovation, and subsequently ensures we are home to the world’s best-paying jobs and highest standards of living.¶ But in the 21st century our lead is beginning to erode. It’s not that we’ve started doing anything wrong—we are still home to the world’s most productive workers and innovative companies. Rather, it is because others have followed in our footsteps, and in some cases gone even further to invest specifically in the interrelated building blocks of a high-performance innovation engine. Across a spectrum of metrics—from education and workforce readiness, to research and development, to manufacturing, to infrastructure—our nation’s competitive position is slipping relative to other countries that are investing more in the driver of economic growth and prosperity. This slippage costs us jobs, investment, and wage growth.¶ In response to these emerging challenges, Congress reauthorized the America COMPETES Act in January 2010. The law is a crucial piece of legislation that ensures investments in the building blocks of innovation and competitiveness: research, education, infrastructure, manufacturing, and innovation networks.¶ But realizing that the COMPETES Act is only a stopgap measure, Congress also asked the secretary of commerce to complete two important studies of our national innovation capacity and economic competitiveness. The first, released earlier this month by Commerce Secretary John Bryson at an event at the Center for American Progress, was a comprehensive analysis of the competitive position of the U.S. innovation system. The second, due in January of 2012, will outline a 10-year strategic plan to give our national innovation engine a major tuneup.¶ The Center for American Progress applauds this action by the federal government. But we as a nation need to move faster. That’s why two CAP teams, one from Science Progress and the other from the Doing What Works project, convened a taskforce in early 2011 comprised of innovation policy experts to assess these same issues in tandem. This taskforce identified six key areas where policy barriers inhibit innovation and hold back national competitiveness:¶ The structure of federal programs itself is out of date and thus unable to respond strategically to the innovation challenges of the increasingly competitive 21st century global economy.¶ Federal data and statistical systems are not optimized to gather key 21st century innovation metrics. What isn’t measured, isn’t managed.¶ The U.S. workforce development system does not adequately connect students and working learners to the needs of innovation-intensive industries on the cutting edge of the global economy.¶ Federal research and development efforts are not optimized to make the most of basic and applied research occurring in universities in communities across the country.¶ The U.S. immigration system needs to reform to ensure that talented foreign-born workers with bright ideas can start business and help contribute to innovation and job creation.¶ Better policies are needed to strengthen the vital link between U.S. manufacturing and technical innovation capacity.¶ These six areas form the basis for the Center’s Series on U.S. Science, Innovation, and Economic Competitiveness. Each report in the series focuses on a different building block of our national competitiveness.¶ In “Rewiring the Federal Government for Competitiveness,” Science Progress advisor and former Commerce Department official Jonathan Sallet and Science Progress Managing Editor Sean Pool identify areas where existing federal programs and services could be coordinated more strategically to promote innovation and competitiveness. Specifically, the paper identifies four key competitiveness areas where the splintered nature of existing programs and policymaking inhibits national competitiveness priorities:¶ Trade¶ Technology¶ Workforce training¶ Economic development¶ The paper proposed that the Department of Commerce become a more robust “Department of Competitiveness,” absorbing several other government agencies and programs to ensure the federal government supports innovation and economic growth more effectively and efficiently across these four competitive arenas. Importantly, the paper presents a “common application” program that would allow for more strategic coordination between the federal government, state and local governments, businesses, universities, and regional economic development players.¶ 
Consolidating under one department solves economic growth

Sallet and Pool 12 Jonathan Sallet, a partner in the Washington D.C. office of O’Melveny & Myers LLP And Sean Pool, the assistant editor of Science Progress, the Center for American Progress’s online science and technology policy journal, Jan. 12, “Rewiring the Federal Government for Competitiveness,” Center for Amreican Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2012/01/pdf/dwwsp_competitiveness.pdf linja
Structural reform would be a better approach. The goals here are twofold: first, to ¶ improve the efficiency of federal efforts by combining programs and their administration and, second, to replace old-form notions of “economic development” with ¶ a sophisticated, bottom-up, and innovation-driven approach. Outdated notions of ¶ “economic development” paint a picture of bridges to nowhere and bureaucratic ¶ entanglement, but new-school efforts to drive bottom-up, innovation-driven economic growth that cuts through red tape and empowers communities to achieve their ¶ own goals has already seen success in the Obama administration (see CAP’s paper on ¶ the Jobs and Innovation Accelerator for an assessment of the most recent efforts).¶ 22¶ For this reason, we believe that the unit should be tasked with promoting “economic ¶ growth” in addition to the more traditional economic development. (see Diagram 5)A large and growing body of evidence shows that the United States does not have ¶ one homogenous national economy but rather a patchwork of heterogeneous ¶ regional economies, each with a unique portfolio of infrastructural, human capital, ¶ institutional, and economic assets. Furthermore, studies show that the geographic ¶ agglomeration of these assets and their associated business activity correlates with ¶ enhanced, even exponentially improved, economic outcomes.¶ Presently, the Economic Development Administration supports local business ¶ ecosystems that take advantage of the unique characteristics of their region to ¶ create the conditions for private sector jobs growth. The EDA provides a range ¶ of services including technical assistance, strategy development, revolving loan¶ fund capitalization, trade adjustment assistance and public works investments to ¶ support these efforts. At the same time, the Small Business Administration today ¶ maintains a network of approved lenders, small-business development centers, ¶ and small-business investment companies designed to give small businesses in ¶ economically underserved regions a leg up. Given that a region’s economic success ¶ is determined ultimately by the success of the success of private-sector businesses ¶ in the region, better coordination between these two related activities is a must.¶ Take for example the EDA’s recent Jobs and Innovation Accelerator challenge grant ¶ program, which provided targeted $1.8 million grants to 20 regions across the country to coordinate workforce, small business, and regional economic planning efforts ¶ around targeted technology-driven growth efforts in high-growth sectors. Under ¶ the current system, small businesses in those regions applying for support from SBA ¶ programs—even those in the same industrial sector identified by the EDA program—are considered separately and without any attention to potential workforce, ¶ supply chain, or information-sharing synergies. Businesses not involved at the initial ¶ time of application for the EDA’s regional jobs accelerator are effectively locked out ¶ of potentially lucrative opportunities for collaboration.¶ But under a single department, innovation cluster activities—and the small business, technology research, and workforce elements of which they are comprised—¶ could be made more dynamic. Under a Common Application, if a new startup ¶ came along looking to fill a critical supply chain gap in an EDA-supported regional ¶ economic growth plan, that firm would be considered for what it was: a unique ¶ piece of a larger jobs-and-innovation puzzle, rather than as just another small company looking for assistance. Currently, that firm’s application for assistance from ¶ the SBA, USDA, MEP, or another federal program would not be informed by ¶ the role the firms program might play in the larger EDA-funded regional innovation plan. The two may not even be aware of each other’s existence. By linking ¶ that firm’s objectives with those of its regional partners, the Common App would ¶ encourage potentially productive collaboration.¶ Even better, because it would also be able to utilize trade assistance programs ¶ alongside other regional economic growth, small business, and workforce development programs, a cross-departmental Common Application would be able bring ¶ together all of tools needed to ensure regional economic success. The Departments ¶ of Agriculture and Housing and Urban Development operate programs that utilize ¶ very similar policy tools, but with a specific focus on rural and urban regions specifically. In Appendix D we examine the considerations of including these and other ¶ programs within a Department of Competitiveness in more detail.

RPS CP 
Counterplan text: The United States federal government should implement a renewable portfolio standard which requires corporations to produce 20% of their electricity from sources of renewable energy including terrestrial wind, terrestrial solar, and terrestrial biomass by 2020. 
Nationally implemented RPS most effectively solves warming and stimulates the economy

Fershee 08 Joshua P. Fershee, Assistant Professor of Law, University of North Dakota School of Law, 2008 “CHANGING RESOURCES, CHANGING MARKET: ¶ THE IMPACT OF A NATIONAL RENEWABLE ¶ PORTFOLIO STANDARD ON THE U.S. ENERGY ¶ INDUSTRY,” Energy Law Journal, http://felj.org/docs/elj291/impact_of_national_renewable_portfolio_standards.pdf linja
Congressional proponents of the Proposed RPS (and most versions of an ¶ RPS) cite several goals, including: reduced pollution, improved national ¶ security, job creation, and lower consumer prices.¶ 44¶ Additionally, a national ¶ program, rather than a state-by-state program, is more likely to provide a strong ¶ national market, thus leading to more renewable energy projects.¶ 45¶ ¶ In May 2007, the House Committee on Energy and Commerce sent a letter ¶ to more than forty “interested parties” from varying constituent groups inviting ¶ responses to several questions regarding a possible renewable energy portfolio ¶ standard.¶ 46¶ Not surprisingly, the constituent groups supporting an RPS ¶ emphasized these key areas in their responses.¶ 47¶ One of the broader descriptions ¶ of the potential benefits of a national RPS can be found in the Union of ¶ Concerned Scientists’ response, which stated that a national RPS “standard can ¶ provide many benefits for the nation, including increasing energy security, fuel ¶ diversity, price stability, jobs, farm and ranch income, tax revenues, technology ¶ development, customer choices, and reduced environmental impacts, water ¶ consumption, and resource depletion, as well as reduced compliance costs with ¶ current and future environmental regulations.”¶ 48¶ If the claimed benefits are accurate (and, as noted below, there are many ¶ who believe they are not), there are several ways in which these benefits would ¶ be achieved. Probably the most obvious would be the potential environmental ¶ benefits.¶ 49¶ Although electricity accounts for less than 3% of U.S. economic ¶ activity, “the burning of coal, oil, and natural gas for power currently accounts ¶ for more than 26 percent of smog-producing nitrogen oxide emissions, one-third ¶ of toxic mercury emissions, and 64 percent of acid rain-causing SO2¶ emissions.”¶ 50¶ One expert has asserted that if “20 percent of our electricity in ¶ 2020 were to be provided by renewables, then we would be displacing the ¶ equivalent of 71 million cars from the nation’s highway.”¶ 51¶ Others have noted ¶ that the increased use of renewable energy would reduce harmful emissions or ¶ reduce the cost of compliance with requirements to reduce pollution.¶ 52¶ “And by ¶ reducing the need to extract, transport, and consume fossil fuels, a national RPS ¶ would limit the damage done to our water and land and conserve natural ¶ resources for future generations.”¶ 53¶ From a national security perspective, the primary benefit would come from ¶ a reduced dependence on foreign energy supplies, because renewable resources ¶ such as wind, sun, and biomass, tend to come from domestic sources.¶ 54¶ In the ¶ electricity sector, the most significant source would be reduced need for natural ¶ gas, which is increasingly coming (in liquefied form)¶ 55¶ from overseas.¶ 56¶ ¶ Enormous amounts of natural gas are used for electric generation, including as ¶ much as 90% or more of new electric generation.¶ 57A reduction in the use of natural gas would also, by many accounts, lead to ¶ lower prices for consumers. A recent study by Woods Mackenzie, an energyindustry consultancy, indicated that a 15% national RPS would “drive down” the ¶ demand for, and price of, natural gas and “lower the overall price of power.”¶ 58¶ ¶ The company found that regardless of whether a national RPS is implemented, ¶ the “United States needs to build 420 GW of capacity over the next twenty years ¶ to replace aging facilities and meet its ever-growing need for electricity.”¶ 59¶ A ¶ national RPS would create incentives ensuring, essentially requiring, that some ¶ of that new generation be fueled by renewable sources. This switch, according ¶ to the Woods MacKenzie study, to renewable generation sources would lower ¶ fuel costs and reduce fossil fuel consumption, leading to lower electricity costs, ¶ amounting to approximately $100 billion in savings.¶ 60¶ Perhaps the most important, if not the most obvious, potential benefit of a ¶ national RPS is economic development and job creation. In projecting the impact ¶ of a 20% national RPS, the Union of Concerned Scientists determined that, by ¶ 2020, such an RPS “would generate more than 355,000 jobs in manufacturing, ¶ construction, operation, maintenance, and other industries—nearly twice as ¶ many as fossil fuels, representing a net increase of 157,480 jobs . . . .”¶ 61¶ Further, ¶ it was determined that renewable energy would “provide an additional $8.2 ¶ billion in income and $10.2 billion in gross domestic product in the U.S. ¶ economy in 2020.”¶ 62¶ Although premised on a national RPS percentage higher ¶ than that in the Proposed RPS, these numbers nonetheless indicate that a national ¶ RPS could provide significant economic benefits. ¶ The most compelling job creation claims come from a report developed by ¶ the Renewable Energy Policy Project (REPP). The group determined that more ¶ than 16,000 firms in all fifty states have the technical potential to enter the ¶ growing wind turbine manufacturing sector.¶ 63¶ The twenty states that would ¶ potentially benefit the most, receiving 80% of the job creation, are the same ¶ states that account for “76% of the manufacturing jobs lost in the [U.S. over the] ¶ last 3 1/2 years.”¶ 64¶ The report considered the impact on U.S. manufacturing jobs if there were ¶ eight times more wind energy installations, which would mean a capital ¶ investment of $50 billion.¶ 65¶ Again, while this report is an estimate based on a number of major assumptions, the conclusions are still compelling, especially in ¶ states that have lost hundreds of thousands of jobs in the past six years.¶ 66

Protectionism Turn

Competitiveness → Protectionism

Economic competitiveness spurs protectionism 

Stavrou 3/28/12 [Protesilaos Stavrou, economic consultant for EU parliament, contributor to one europe and the daily journalist http://protesilaos.blogactiv.eu/2012/03/28/national-competitiveness-and-the-protectionist-race-to-the-bottom/]

National competitiveness¶ Even though protectionism exists in quite an apparent way, over the last few years, we have developed a new “compelling” notion, to conceal the fact: national competitiveness, i.e. the idea that countries can be competitive or uncompetitive. For instance Greece is considered uncompetitive while Germany is thought to be competitive. Though this concept could make sense, if taken light-heartedly, as a loose expression for the level of education, or technological research, or entrepreneurship, or internal market rigidities and malignancies, pointing to the need for structural reforms and so on; it remains nonetheless a rather problematic idea. The reason is that in the economic sense nations do not compete with each other – only businesses do.¶ To illustrate the point, Germany is thought to be a very “competitive” economy, yet the German firm in a given industry, say tourism, might be far less competitive than the equivalent Greek, even if Greece as a nation is not “competitive”. Same applies for virtually every singletradable sector on the planet. Nations can only follow two possible courses of action as far as trade is concerned: either cooperate with each other, like the EU in its internal dimension, or hamper each others efforts by means of protectionism. At any rate nations have no “competitiveness” at all, in the strict sense – this notion is in my view a rather misleading abstraction.¶ The reason such a term has become a standard, especially in post-financial crisis economico-political parlance, has much to do with politics and the subconscious cultivation of “we-they” mentalities. It is convenient for national politicians to praise the “competitiveness” of their country, while it also serves as a handy tool to justify the existence of protectionist policies by claiming that these contribute to the overall “competitiveness” of the country. In light of this, we recently heard the French President and presidential candidate Nikolas Sarkozy elaborating on yet another perverse proposal: the “Buy European Act” whose purpose will be to encourage consumers (or practically force them) to purchase European products instead of their equivalent international ones.¶ If we as individual European consumers really feel like helping our fellow European producers we can do it by ourselves without some nomenclature coercing us. After all the best way for producers to help themselves is to stand up to international competition by producing cheaper, better and more innovative products that we will buy because they really are good, not because Sarkozy or whoever else thinks it would be good. What regulators really need to be concerned about, is how to help producers reach that point, by removing many of the obstacles they have erected and instead facilitate and encourage the reallocation of resources from non-tradable to tradable areas. Narrow-sighted ideas like those of Sarkozy, if brought into law, will return us back to the times we understood international trade as high politics and used it to grind our “enemies” under our heel, eventually fueling an economic war of attrition. Such nonsense will ultimately do much more harm than good to everyone, including European producers.

Infrastructure Competition → Protectionism

Infrastruture competitiveness uniquely triggers protectionism – industry subsidization proves

Winslow 4/1/12

[Lance Winslow, Director of “the online think tank”, published economic and political author,  April 1 2012 http://ezinearticles.com/?Are-You-Sure-You-Want-100%-Made-In-America-Parts-On-All-US-Infrastructure-Projects?&id=6975227] 

Well, the unions want more high-paying jobs, and the politicians have promised the people that they can deliver jobs to America. And now these same politicians want to do what we are complaining that every other countries doing to us. They want to unbalance trade, create tariffs, and increased protectionism. That just doesn't make sense. Okay so, let's talk about this for a moment because there's a good chance you disagree with me here.¶ Industry Week reiterated a story that has been in the news a bit as of late in an article titled; "Alliance for American Manufacturing: Keep China Out of U.S. Infrastructure Projects," by Paul Handley published on March 27, 2012 which state; "AAM launched its 'Should Be Made in America' campaign as Congress considers a $109 billion, two-year transportation spending bill, which the government hopes will give a boost to the economy and generate more jobs."¶ Yes, I can certainly see the frustration of the average worker in the manufacturing sector which has been totally hammered over the last few decades, still, let's not forget that China and India and other massively fast growing economies and emerging markets have a lot more infrastructure to build up than we do, even as we upgrade our own systems here.¶ If we want to sell stuff to China and India, then we have to be willing to buy those parts that they create which meet our specifications - if they can produce them at a lower price and the same quality part. If we determine that we can only buy US-made parts for all of our infrastructure projects then other nations will reciprocate and bar us from selling them what they need for their infrastructure projects. You see, the United States is very good at engineering and building stuff, it behooves them to use our companies, and that also employs lots of US workers.¶ It's okay to make stringent specifications, and demand the highest level of quality. If other nations can't produce parts that can compete, including the cost of shipping, then we shouldn't feel obligated to buy them. Still, we must also remember that it is the US taxpayer which has to pay for these infrastructure projects, and we need to get the best deal and the best price.¶ If American companies can compete for the same price and quality, then we should definitely buy it here, but they can't we should not subsidize industries or engage in protectionism because that makes our companies weak and unable to compete in global markets. It's akin to corporate welfare, and creating unnecessary wage inflation, not to mention a false economy based on inefficiency. I'm just as much for increasing employment as the next guy, but we don't need to cheat to do it. Indeed I hope you will please consider all this and think on.

Infrastructure spending incentivizes global protectionism – Boxes out developing nations

Khor ’10

[Martin Khor, contributor to the star/asia news network, “watch out for US protectionism abroad”  http://www.chinapost.com.tw/commentary/the-china-post/special-to-the-china-post/2010/09/15/272607/p1/Watch-out.htm]

KUALA LUMPUR -- With the U.S. economy in bad shape, and a congressional election approaching, various actors in the country seem to be preparing the ground for a bout of protectionism, with developing countries the target.¶ There were two examples of this last week.¶ First, an American trade union filed a legal case with the government accusing China of illegally subsidising exports of clean energy equipment.¶ It wants the U.S. government to take action against China at the World Trade Organisation.¶ Meanwhile, the New York Times published a front page article giving details of how Chinese authorities subsidise producers of solar and wind technology in allegedly unfair ways.¶ This is truly ironic for many reasons.¶ On one hand, developing countries, especially China, are under tremendous pressure to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions. The most important measure advocated is to switch from carbon-intensive coal and oil to renewable clean energy like solar and wind. This pressure is being applied at the global climate negotiations. In addition, the U.S. House of Representatives has passed a Bill that authorizes the President to impose a “border adjustment measure” (with the effect similar to a tariff) on carbon-intensive imports of countries that are deemed not to have taken sufficient action on climate change. Yet, when China takes measures to promote the production of solar panels and wind turbines, it is asked to stop these measures on the ground that they violate WTO rules. The United Steelworkers union has filed a 5,000-page legal case with the U.S. administration accusing China of subsidizing exports of wind turbines, solar panels, nuclear power plants and other clean energy equipment. The union claims that the central and provincial governments have used land grants, low-interest loans and many other measures that allow Chinese companies to gain market share at the expense of jobs in the U.S. The U.S. administration has to decide within 45 days whether to pursue a case against China in the WTO to remove the subsidies. International trade expert Bhagirath Lal Das has pointed out that the WTO's subsidies agreement is biased in favor of developed countries because it allows types of subsidies that they use (especially research and development grants) while forbidding or restricting types of subsidies that developing countries tend to use. Developing countries, because of lack of resources, cannot match the R&D subsidies that the rich countries provide. They can however provide assistance to firms for infrastructure (such as land and utilities) and credit (bank loans at preferential rates) to encourage production. In many developing countries, such subsidized facilities are given, including land and utilities in free trade zones and credit through development banks and to small and medium enterprises. It would be most unfortunate if developed countries, facing high unemployment and other economic woes, were to make scapegoats of developing countries and take them to court in the WTO for using these measures.  The New York Times article, while criticizing China's clean-energy subsidies, also reported that the U.S. itself has approved US$10 billion in grants and financing to new companies and another US$10 billion for economic stimulus programs in the clean energy sector, besides investing in infrastructure that benefits industry. Moreover, the U.S. (and European countries) have spent trillions of dollars to rescue their financial institutions and automobile companies. If free enterprise and free trade principles were to apply, these measures should not be allowed. Yet no developing country has taken WTO action against these countries. Another imbalance in the trade rules is that the U.S. and Europe have been allowed to continue their massive agricultural subsidies. These enable their farm products to be sold abroad at artificially low prices, often below production cost, thus displacing the products of local farmers in developing countries. It is thus most unfortunate that some U.S. groups are attacking China's measures promoting clean-energy technology. The developed countries should be encouraging developing countries to develop green technologies instead of placing obstacles. If the WTO rules restrict the measures needed towards climate-friendly technologies, then these rules should be reviewed and reformed to allow developing countries to use them to promote environmental technology. A second case of potential U.S. protection was in last week's economic policy speech by President Barack Obama, that he planned to cut tax incentives given to companies that outsource their work to other countries. “For years, our tax code has actually given billions of dollars in tax breaks that encourage companies to create jobs and profits in other countries,” said Obama. “I want to change that.” “Instead of tax loopholes that incentivise investment in overseas jobs, I'm proposing a more generous, permanent extension of the tax credit that goes to companies for all the research and innovation they do right here in America.” “If we're going to give tax breaks to companies, they should go to companies that create jobs in America — not those that create jobs overseas.” The Indian newspaper The Hindu has voiced concern that this may yet be another protectionist move that will affect the Indian IT industry. Obama's speech follows the recent passing of an executive order by the Ohio state governor to ban outsourcing. Reacting to the order, the Indian IT sector, which gets 60 percent of its export revenue from the U.S., termed the move as discriminatory and said it amounts to a trade barrier. This move in turn follows a controversial legislation that increased fees for visas in the H-1B and L1 categories, which also hit India's IT industry. As politicians court voters in an environment of economic downturn in the U.S., developing countries should be prepared and should try to counter various types of protectionism in trade, investment and fiscal measures. 

Infrastructure Unions → Protectionism

Infrastructure is being deregulated now – Union invigoration spurs protectionism 

Griswold ‘10

[Daniel Griswold, Director for trade policy studies at the Cato institute, “Unions, Protectionism, and US Competitiveness” Cato Joumal, Vol. 30, No. 1 winter 2010]

Private-sector unionization achieved its greatest success in the¶ middle decades of the previous centuly, in an era when domestic and¶ global product markets were much less open and competitive. U.S.  producers faced less competition, allowing unions to extract higher  wages from the rents their employers were able, in tum, to extract  from a relatively captive consumer base.  Unions had originally been established in the late 19th century in  part to offset and oppose the market power of protected capital, but  by the 1930s unions had collaborated with the govemment and certain businesses to stifle competition. F. A. Hayek, in his classic 1944  book, The Road to Serfdom, noted the tum of organized labor against  competitive markets. "The fatal tuming point" occurred, writes  Hayek (1944: 199), when the labor movement came under the influence of anti-competition doctrines  and became itself entangled in the strife for privilege. The  recent growth of monopoly is largely the result of a deliberate collaboration of organized capital and organized  labor where the privileged groups of labor share in the  monopoly profits at the expense of the community and  particular at the expense of the poorest, those employed in  the less-well-organized industries and the unemployed.  In the decades since Hayek wrote those words, barriers to inter national trade and investment have fallen, and domestic markets,  including transportation, energy, and telecommlmications, have  been largely deregulated. Meanwhile, new technologies such as the  Intemet have helped to lower barriers to entry into existing markets. The result has been a loss of market power for both "organized capital"� and "organized labor."�  U.S. industries, on the whole, have accepted and even embraced  the more competitive environment. Sectors such as steel, textiles,  and sugar continue to demand protection from foreign competitors,  but they are now the exceptions and not the rule. But leaders of  organized labor, on the whole, do not accept the new, more competitive environment. They routinely oppose any efforts to further liberalize trade and tend to favor efforts to raise barriers to imports and  capital mobility.  A retum to the era of more closed and regulated markets should  be strongly resisted. Although labor leaders may have seen that  period as a golden era, it extracted a heavy price on Americans in the  form of lost consumer welfare, product innovation, and freedom.  The preferable policy altemative is to allow competition to work in  labor markets just as it has been allowed to work more hilly in prod-  uct markets.

Air Control Regulation → Protectionism

Increased air control regulation maintains protectionism and blocks foreign investors – that turns the aff

Cleveland and Price ’02 

[Paul A Cleveland, associate professor of economics at Birmingham-Southern College and an adjunct scholar for the Center for Economic Personalism at the Acton Institute, Jared Price, Graduate school student in economics Vol. 52  Iss. 10 of the freeman http://www.thefreemanonline.org/features/airline-protectionism-hurts-travelers/]
In one form or another the U.S. government has regulated the domestic airline industry since 1930. The imposition of various rules and regulations has kept the industry from becoming as efficient as it might have become had it evolved in a free market. While many controls ended in 1978 and the Civil Aeronautics Board (CAB) was abolished in 1985, the bureaucracy associated with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) continues, and the government still thwarts the competitive process.  For example, foreign airlines are barred from flying passengers between domestic locations–so-called “cabotage.” By requiring airlines carrying domestic passengers to be American-owned, the government limits competition in a way that resembles how the CAB limited it. During the CAB years, domestic carriers were allowed to serve only routes for which they held licenses. The certification procedure limited competition between carriers. In 1978 that control was abandoned. However, the protectionist policy continues to limit competition in domestic markets.  Airline deregulation was wildly successful.1 In the aftermath of decontrol, airfares dropped while the number of passengers increased. Competition forced the airlines to significantly change their business strategies. Among the most prominent changes was the hub-and-spoke networking system now used by almost all major airlines. Only Southwest Airlines uses substantial point-to-point market segments in its system. Yet even Southwest employs hub locations. As expected, those unable to make the changes needed to succeed have been forced out of the industry. The system has thus been greatly improved, and travelers today have far better options than they have ever had before.  Despite the success of decontrol, a number of problems remain. Anyone who flies knows that a scheduled arrival time is only a tentative guess made by airlines. It is calculated that more than half the flights in the United States are late. In addition, passengers have leveled many other complaints against the airlines about a host of inefficiencies. Why do such inefficiencies remain? Some suggest that the problem is that there are fewer airlines operating now. However, that is the necessary result of a competitive process.  The real answer to why problems persist is that the industry is not entirely free. For example, airports are funded by tax dollars and operated as local government monopolies. In addition, the FAA maintains a monopoly on the air traffic control system, which continues to lag far behind the technology curve. This has resulted in gross inefficiencies in the routing of aircraft that might otherwise have been remedied. Finally, domestic deregulation never resulted in global free-market competition. As a result, the domestic market is not as competitive as it would otherwise be.  The federal law that prohibits cabotage also limits foreign investment in domestic airlines. Shareholders from other countries cannot own more than 25 percent of the voting stock of a domestic firm or more than 49 percent of the outstanding equity.2 Given the high fixed costs of entry into the industry, this rule limits competition domestically. In effect, the regulation creates a cartel.  Airline Globalization  If globalization is understood as the ever-increasing liberalization of international trade and investment, then globalization of the airline industry would greatly benefit travelers. It would do so, first, by increasing their range of choice, putting pressure on airlines to improve quality and lower prices. To the extent that foreign carriers could undercut ticket prices profitably, domestic carriers would be forced to evaluate their use of scarce resources.  This would lead to a second benefit: domestic innovations in technology and organization. Airlines that did not improve their operations would risk being forced out of business.3 While no one can know what advancements would be made, the history of the free market teaches us that the gains should be substantial.  A third benefit of removing the protectionist restriction is that it would pressure foreign countries to remove their restrictions on American carriers.4 Unilateral decontrol would put the U.S. government in a better position to negotiate the liberalization of rules elsewhere. Maintaining barriers has never been effective in that regard. On the contrary, such policies merely maintain the status quo.5

Jobs Stimulus → Protectionism 

Job stimulus policies bolsters union barriers to free trade and incentivizes protectionism

Welker ’10 

[Jason Welker Author of several IB economics text books and teacher of International Baccalaureate Economics at Zurich International School in Switzerland.http://welkerswikinomics.com/blog/2010/10/07/obamas-bad-decision/]

US president Barack Obama made a speech directly to Wall Street today. In his speech, Obama reflected on the many lessons America has learned in the last year since the financial crisis began. He urged his audience of investors, bankers and brokers that¶ “Normalcy cannot lead to complacency,” Obama said. “Unfortunately, there are some in the financial industry who are misreading this moment. Instead of learning the lessons of Lehman and the crisis from which we are still recovering, they are choosing to ignore them.”¶ “They do so not just at their own peril, but at our nation’s,” the president added.¶ In addition to his warnings about the threat posed by overly risky financial markets to the US economy, President Obama expressed his commitment to free trade and “the fight against protectionism”.¶ Obama says:¶ …enforcing trade agreements is part and parcel of maintaining an open and free trading system.¶ The enforcement of existing trade agreements Obama refers to is his way of justifying a decision his administration made over the weekend that actually limits free trade between America and one of its largest trading partners, China.¶ Trade relations between two of the world’s biggest economies deteriorated after Barack Obama, US president, signed an order late on Friday to impose a new duty of 35 per cent on Chinese tyre imports on top of an existing 4 per cent tariff.¶ In his first big test on world trade since taking office in January, Mr Obama sided with America’s trade unions, which have complained that a “surge” in imports of Chinese-made tyres had caused 7,000 job losses among US factory workers.¶ So, in his speech today, Obama decries protectionism and calls for expanded trade and free trade agreements which are “absolutely essential to our economic future”. But only three days ago, he supported a blatantly protectionist measure aimed at keeping foreign produced goods out of America in order to save a few thousand American jobs.¶ Obama’s decision is a bad one for several reasons. As an economics teacher, I will turn firstly to a diagram for an illustration of the net loss to the American people of higher tariffs on imported tires:¶ Tire protection¶ The key point to notice in the above graph is that a tariff on imported tires results in a net loss of welfare in America. The blue area represents the increase in the welfare of tire manufactures (this could be interpreted as the jobs saved in the tire industry and the profits earned due to higher prices); the black areas, on the other hand, are welfare loss. Since all tire consumers in America pay more for their tires due to the 35% tariff, real income is affected negatively for the nation as a whole.¶ One effect of the protectionist policy the graph does not illustrate, and perhaps the most serious negative impact of the tariff on America, is the response the Chinese are likely to take to what they interpret as a violation of existing free trade agreements between the US and China.¶ “This is a grave act of trade protectionism,” Mr Chen said in a statement. “Not only does it violate WTO rules, it contravenes commitments the US government made at the [April] G20 financial summit.”¶ Beijing said it had requested WTO-sanctioned consultations with the US over Washington’s new duties on tyres. Yao Jian, a commerce ministry spokesman, said the duties were in ”violation of WTO rules”.¶ China said it would now investigate imports of US poultry and vehicles, responding to complaints from domestic companies.¶ The problems with protectionism are myriad. Clearly American consumers suffer through higher tire prices. In addition, Chinese manufacturers will see sales fall as their product becomes less competitive in the US market. According to the CCTV report below, as many as 9,000 workers in the Chinese tire industry will lose their livelihoods due to declining demand from the US. But the unforseen effects of the US tariff on Chinese tires is the retaliatory measures China will almost certainly take. If China imposes new tariffs on American automobiles and poultry, the scenario in the graph above will be reversed, and Chinese consumers will face higher prices, Chinese car and poultry producers will experience rising sales, while the American auto worker and chicken farmer will suffer.¶ Free trade tends to result in net benefits for economies that choose to participate in it. American tire manufacturers are certainly harmed by cheap Chinese imports; however, America as a whole benefits through cheaper goods, more consumer surplus, higher incomes in China and therefore greater demand for imports of products made in America. The road to protectionism is a dangerous path to take for the Obama administration. Justifying these new tariffs by claiming that they “enforce existing free trade agreements” is a political maneuver aimed at covering up the truth, which is that the Obama administration has sided with a special interest group to save a few thousand jobs and garner political favor at a time when 700,000 American jobs are being lost each month. By doing so, he is calling into question his own commitment to free trade, and harming America’s image as a global proponent of global economic integration.

Government job production is inherently protectionist and turns their internal link

Davidson ’10 [Nathaniel Davidson, columnist for the patriot update,  10/11/10 http://patriotupdate.com/oldsite/exclusives/read/241/Pummeling-protectionism-free-trade-is-good-for-America]\
2. Tariffs helped cause the Great Depression  The common mythology says that the great stock market crash of 1929 caused the Depression. But the great economist and author Dr Thomas Sowell shows that only 5% of people were unemployed in the month after Black October, and never passed single digits up to June 1930, when it was 6.3%.  But then the protectionist Smoot–Hawley tariff bill was signed by the allegedly “do-nothing President” Herbert Hoover. Over a thousand economists signed a petition urging Hoover to veto the bill, yet he cravenly signed it although he had called it “vicious, extortionate, and obnoxious”. As a result, other countries retaliated, chopping American exports and imports by over a half. Five months after the tariffs, unemployment hit double digits for the first time in that decade. Further interventions by Hoover then FDR caused unemployment to rise even higher.  3. So why do people fall for protectionism?  For two main “reasons”:  Claim (a): Trade barriers save jobs.  First, big deal. The objective should not be jobs, but more goods and services for all. We could “create or save” plenty of jobs by giving half our unemployed “jobs” of digging ditches, and the other half “jobs” of filling them in. But this would hardly benefit the country. Sorry to say, manufacturers who can’t provide goods that people would freely pay for are not much different, so they should find a more productive line of work.  Second, no it doesn’t! The great French economist Frédéric Bastiat pointed out back in 1850 that this considers only what is seen: jobs saved in the protected industries. But what is not seen are the greater jobs lost in industries using the protected goods. For example, tariffs on imported sugar saved 2,261 jobs during the 1990s. But jobs using sugar outnumber jobs in sugar production 7–1. For example, already Lifesavers moved to Canada in 2003 with the loss of 600 jobs, 4,000 confectionary jobs were lost in Chicago, and overall 6,400 workers in the sugar-processing industries have lost their jobs. But how many of those will blame the sugar tariffs?  Furthermore, there are losses to businesses beside those which use the protected product, because consumers have less money to spend. Economist Dr Walter Williams points out, “average household pays $21 more per year for sugar. The total cost, nationally, sums to $826,000 for each job saved.” This is money that can’t be spent buying other goods.  Unfortunately, this is hard to change because the costs are diffused while the benefits are concentrated. Although the total costs to consumers, and thus to other businesses that no longer have their custom, is huge, it is widely spread out, to “only” $21 pa each. It doesn’t motivate customers to lobby. But protectionism makes a huge difference to a relatively few sugar barons and their employees, so they have a big incentive to lobby politicians on both sides.

Protectionism Spills Over
Protectionism spills over – WTO proves 

Frashure ’11 [Chris Frashure, contributor to united liberty, Journalist “protectionist tries redfining free trade” 

http://www.unitedliberty.org/articles/8343-protectionist-tries-redefining-free-trade]
Knowing there is no legitimate case for protectionism, its proponents are now attempting to define free trade as something that it is not. Writing for Salon, David Sirota says:¶ Trade policy, as I’ve previously noted, often has nothing to do with what we conventionally define as “trade” — that is, it has nothing to do with the exchange of goods and services, and everything to do with using state power to solidify corporations’ supremacy over individual citizens. In that sense, the modern era’s ongoing debates over “free trade” are a corporate public relations coup — by tricking the public and the media into believing we’re debating one thing (commerce) when we’re debating something entirely different (power), the “free trade” brand casts those who raise questions about these pacts as know-nothing Luddites (who could be against commerce, right?).¶ Oddly, Sirota offers no further support for his claim that free trade uses “state power to slidify coporations’ suppremacy over individual citizens” nor does he even clarify precisely what it is he means. It appears as though he is content to level that charge and move on to a different subject:¶ …In creating direct unprotected competition between Americans and foreign workers who have no labor, wage or human rights protections, the most celebrated trade pacts of the last two decades have — quite predictably — resulted in widespread layoffs and the hollowing out of America’s middle class job base.¶ Here’s the thing: Free trade doesn’t purport to keep jobs in any one place. Instead, it seeks to open up the market to allow labor and resources to flow where there are best utilized. Instead of decrying the exportation of jobs from the US, perhaps Sirota should study the advantages other nations have over the States. I hold that he would, if he is honestly objective, discover that those “labor, wage or human rights protections” are a large hindrance to American competition. Indeed, they are not part of the free-market canon.¶ He continues:¶ Then came news that multinational firms are using the World Trade Organization to prevent nations from trying to build up their domestic green-energy industries. This follows the Obama administration’s similar — and successful — efforts directed at China.¶ Again, this is not a tenet of free trade. Using the WTO, or any organization, as a bully pulpit to prevent other nations, corporations, or citizens from freely operating is…not free (did I really need to say that?)¶ Similar to redefining free trade in a way that renders it more vulnerable to the protectionist argument, several proponents of broader government intervention blame capitalism and free markets for problems created or exacerbated precisely by government interventions.

Protectionism → War
Trade protectionism destabalizes the globe and escalates to nuclear war 

Bernstein ‘10

[William J Bernstein, PHD, principal in the money management firm Efficient Frontier Advisors, and economic contributor to several publications, March 18 2010 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ian-fletcher/free-trade-vs-protectioni_b_504403.html]

When goods are not allowed to cross borders, soldiers will." --Frederic Bastiat  How soon we forget. For nearly all of recorded history before 1945, Europe, today a peaceful and prosperous region linked by high-speed trains and ridiculously low airfares, was riven by nearly continuous major conflicts. In the Second World War's aftermath, it was crystal clear to military, political, and diplomatic leaders on both sides of the Atlantic that the trade protectionism of the previous several decades in no small measure contributed to that catastrophe.  The U.S. State Department said, in effect, "never again" and drew up a blueprint for the new world trade order, Proposals for the Expansion of World Trade and Employment, which soon gave rise to the GATT and the beginnings of the EU. The arrangement succeeded beyond its wildest expectations and ushered in an era of unparalleled global peace and prosperity.  By 1945, the link between trade conflict and armed conflict had become blindingly obvious. This was nothing new, of course. The Peloponnesian War saw its genesis in Athens' dependence on the grain from what is now the Ukraine, which necessitated control of the narrow passages between the Aegean and Black Seas by the Athenian Empire.  In the early seventeenth century Holland and Portugal fought a remarkable world-wide conflict over the trade in slaves, spices, and sugar. Later in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, Britain and Holland fought no less than four wars, sparked largely by British protectionist legislation--the Navigation Acts.  Southern anger over northern protectionism contributed to the outbreak of the Civil War nearly as much as did slavery. Those who doubt this would do well to consider that just thirty years before, the two sides nearly went to war over the Nullification Crisis of 1833, which was itself directly precipitated by the tariff acts of 1828 and 1832.  Mr. Fletcher tries his best to ignore this historical inevitability of retaliation to tariff increases; he asserts that since our trading partners, particularly those in Asia, run persistently high trade surpluses vis-a-vis the U.S., they would not dare retaliate.  There are at least three things wrong with this argument. First, in the past, it hasn't worked. During the 1930s, for example, all nations, including those running trade surpluses, pushed up their tariff rates. Second, it ignores one of the prime lessons of human history: winners often do not remember, while losers never forget. Centuries of humiliation by the West have scarred the national psyches of both China and India, and serious misunderstandings can easily ensue. Who controls the Strait of Malacca, through which flows China's oil supply and European trade? The U.S. Navy.  Last, Mr. Fletcher believes that our politicians can fairly dispense protection broadly across the economy by means of a "flat tariff." Good luck with that: U.S. trade preferences always have, and always will, go disproportionately to the prosperous and well connected. Exhibit A: the obscene sugar subsidies and trade preferences meted out for decades to the wealthy and powerful Fanjul brothers.  Do not be misled by those whose naive belief in the rational self-interest of others will prevent any significant protectionist actions by the United States. The events of August 1914 demonstrated just how seriously awry the "rational self-interest" of nations can go, and the Cold War taught us the impossibility of containing even the smallest of nuclear exchanges. So too has history repeatedly shown that even small tariff increases often lead to trade wars, and that trade wars can end in Armageddon. 

Trade is key to check global nuclear war

Copley News Service 99 (Copley News Service, 12/1/1999) Lexis Nexis

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real.
 Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics.Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government.  Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational 

corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong.
 First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to  live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.

Protectionism × Small Business

Protectionist policies break local economies and small businesses – that turns the advantage

Stavrou 3/28/12 [Protesilaos Stavrou, economic consultant for EU parliament, contributor to one europe and the daily journalist http://protesilaos.blogactiv.eu/2012/03/28/national-competitiveness-and-the-protectionist-race-to-the-bottom/]

On their internal dimension, they protect local producers from international competition, by either subsiding their products to make them artificially less expensive, and/or by increasing the costs on imports, so that the two can compete. Protecting local producers from international competition, means that the explicit and implicit costs will ultimately fall on local taxpayers and consumers. Taxpayers are the ones who ultimately finance the subsidies and the necessary bureaus and mechanisms that keep the trade barriers in place; while consumers are faced with limited options in terms of quality and quantity and/or with higher prices, than what would have been the optimal level of choice, quality and price, should no barriers exist. Local producers gain an advantage over local consumers and taxpayers, eventually strengthening their bargaining power, i.e. political influence, that is ultimately exerted on decision-makers to extract even more benefits.  And though protectionist measures might seem beneficial at first sight, in the sense that local businesses and employment positions remain in place, “saved” from the “destructive” forces of international competition, in truth they are harmful for the local economy as the disposable income of consumers diminishes. Had it existed it could otherwise be channeled into savings or investments or even additional consumption. Meanwhile the privileged producers become complacent, by the artificial lack of international competition, making them less productive, innovative and robust.  In a nutshell the local economy is denied much of its potential. The measures that are implemented to protect local production and jobs, actually succeed in destroying jobs and weakening production.  On their external dimension, protectionist measures make the entire population of international competitors worse off (especially of emerging economies). The foreign producers are faced with higher export costs, which means that much of their potential income is lost. If they were not faced with trade barriers they could use that additional profit to save more or invest in modernizing their facilities or in adding it to aggregate savings that could then be used for investments in infrastructure or to boost consumption or in any other productive activity that would eventually raise their standard of living. In short much of the potential income of the exporting economy is lost in efforts to comply with “standards” and red tape. Meanwhile foreign consumers also lose out, since the increased costs for producers of exported goods can be rolled over to them, directly or indirectly, by means of higher prices or fewer employment opportunities, or lower wages and other social benefits. Ultimately this is a replication of the negative effects of protectionism on local consumers and taxpayers.  The moral is that over the longer term everyone is worse off wherever protectionism exists.

Protectionism × Econ Recovery

Now is uniquely key – recovery means global integration is vulnerable in the status quo 

Wharton ’09 

[Knowledge@Wharton Law and Public Policy Research, “Trade Wars: Will Protectionism Win out over Recovery?” http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=2165]

The $787 billion stimulus plan that U.S. President Barack Obama signed on February 17 contained a provision that was hardly unexpected but nevertheless worrisome to proponents of global free trade. It was a requirement that projects funded by the bill buy American-made goods whenever possible. When governments around the world spend vast sums to stimulate their economies, it seems only reasonable for each to invest at home. After all -- or so the argument goes -- why should American taxpayers pay for steel from Canada when U.S. steelmakers are struggling?¶ Economists and political leaders in the U.S., Europe and elsewhere worry that this simple logic is spurring protectionist sentiment around the world, threatening free-trade principles that are crucial to any global economic recovery. This comes on top of concerns about the decline in trade from shrinking consumer demand and credit problems caused by the financial crisis.¶ For the moment, protectionism is less a reality than a threat -- but it is a growing threat to be taken seriously. "Actually, I've been very pleased that there has so far been less protectionist sentiment than one might have expected," says Wharton finance professor Jeremy J. Siegel. "Everyone has the Great Depression in mind -- the big tariffs."¶ The World Trade Organization is so concerned about what it sees as a rising tide of protectionist impulses that in a February 3 speech, Director-General Pascal Lamy invoked the infamous 1930 Smoot-Hawley Act, which boosted tariffs on more than 20,000 products imported to the U.S. The act sparked a trade war that aggravated the Depression, according to many economists. "Whether it is with tariffs or with new, more sophisticated faces of Smoot and Hawley, today we run the risk of sliding down a slippery slope of tit-for-tat measures," Lamy warned.¶ In the U.S., Democrats in the House wrote strong "Buy American" provisions into their economic stimulus bill, though the terms were eased in the Senate at the urging of the Obama administration. The final bill requires use of U.S. iron, steel and manufactured goods in projects funded by the stimulus plan. Exceptions are allowed in the "public interest," or if using U.S materials would increase project costs by 25% or more.¶ Most importantly, the final bill, unlike the House version, requires that the U.S. continue to abide by its international trade agreements. That calmed many free-trade groups, such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, which had lobbied hard against the House measure.¶ But the issue is not dead. While Canada, Mexico and many European countries have trade agreements with the U.S., trade experts note that China, India and many other developing nations are not as well protected. These countries could thus be shut out of some bidding on stimulus-funded projects, giving them an incentive to retaliate.¶ Also, many experts think additional stimulus will be required and worry that protectionist sentiment will grow, even though the Obama administration has taken strong free-trade positions. Meanwhile, there have been protectionist stirrings around the world. France and Italy, like the U.S., have instituted measures to aid car makers. Some British job-protection measures are seen as potentially protectionist, and a number of countries have criticized China for keeping its currency artificially weak to bolster exports.¶ Russia recently raised tariffs or provided subsidies for dozens of goods. Egypt imposed duties on sugar and the U.S. has put new tariffs on some Chinese goods, including mattresses. The European Union has imposed tariffs on Chinese screws and bolts. India has imposed restrictions on the import of Chinese steel and textiles.¶ On February 14, members of the G7 -- the U.S., Japan, Germany, Britain, France, Italy and Canada -- concluded an emergency meeting in Rome with a statement pledging not to undermine free trade while dealing with the recession. At the start of the two-day meeting, Britain and France issued statements warning that the world should not repeat the Depression-era trade wars. Clearly, worry about protectionism is widespread.¶ If the world is to recover from the recession, it must avoid trade wars, especially given the growing interdependence of nations' economic interests, says Wharton management professor Stephen J. Kobrin. "It's critical. It's pretty clear that protectionism exacerbated the Depression last time, and [economies] are more integrated now." 

A2 Free Trade × Growth

Free Trade is vital to economic growth – prefer our evidence its predictive of long term growth

Harberger ’06 [Arnold C. Harberger, http://www.ncpa.org/pub/ba552/
International trade - the essence of globalization - benefits the world economy as a whole. It allows people, regions and nations to specialize in the production of what they do best, to enjoy the economies of large-scale production and to buy more cheaply those things that others do best. Impediments to trade limit the benefits of trade.¶ Freer trade - from reduced tariffs, regulations and restrictions - permits an economy to make better use of its resources but does not automatically give a country a new and much higher growth rate. Its main benefit is its effect on the level of output rather than on the long-term rate of growth. Trade liberalization stimulates growth and efficiency by allowing producers to exploit areas in which they have a comparative advantage over foreign producers and by reducing their real costs.¶ Comparative Advantage. One way that trade contributes to an increase in economic output is through comparative advantage, which creates more value with the same resources.¶ For example, in 1983 almost all cars in China were versions of the 1942 Pontiac sedan, for which the dies and machinery had been shipped to China decades earlier. These cars weighed about two tons and had a voracious appetite for fuel. Sprinkled in among these behemoths, however, were a few contemporary Toyotas. The Chinese realized that if they took the same value of resources used to make one of these big old cars, shifted those resources to produce textiles and shoes and then exported them, they could use the proceeds to buy two brand-new Toyotas for the same amount of resources it took to produce one gas guzzler.¶ Trade Liberalization. Countries can also become more efficient by reducing tariffs. For example, consider a hypothetical country with a 50 percent import tariff. Because of the tariff, a dollar's worth of import substitutes uses resources up to $1.50, while it takes only a dollar's worth of resources (devoted to exports) to buy an equivalent imported product. Lowering the tariff to 10 percent would reduce this inefficiency in resource use. The 40 cents of resources saved could be used to buy more imports or invested to produce more exports. With liberalization, the tariff-inclusive price of imports falls, and resources shift to export production.¶ The tariff reduction's net benefit is the gain to trade minus the cost. For the first incremental increase in trade (at the initial tariff rate), the benefit exceeds the cost by 50 percent. For the final incremental increase in trade (after the tariff reduction), the excess benefit is 10 percent. The "average" net benefit is thus 30 percent [(50 percent + 10 percent) ÷ 2].¶ Let us assume that as a result of the tariff reduction, there is a spectacular increase in trade, with exports rising from 10 percent to 30 percent of gross domestic product (GDP). (Although this is a hypothetical case, such a large increase in trade is not unrealistic - see "Trade and Growth, Part II.") Applying the average net benefit (30 percent) to the incremental increase in exports (20 percent of GDP), we obtain 6 percent of GDP as the overall benefit of the liberalization (30 percent x 20 percent = 6 percent).¶ Many people are shocked that such generous assumptions from major trade liberalization produce so small a net increase in GDP; but this benefit will continue indefinitely into the future as long as the liberalized policies remain in place. Consider:¶ Transition to a Higher Level of Gross Domestic product Due to a Tariff Cut¶ If the economy is not growing, the present value of all future years' gains from the tariff reduction would be 120 percent of the first year's GDP at a 5 percent discount rate. (Present value = annual increase in GDP ÷ discount rate.)¶ If GDP is growing at 3 percent a year, the 6 percent benefit from the tariff reduction is bigger; at a 5 percent discount rate it rises to 300 percent of the first year's GDP. [Present value = first year's increase in GDP ÷ (discount rate - rate of growth of GDP).] ¶ So the benefits are not as small as they may appear at first glance.¶ The important message in this analysis is that the liberalization has an impact on the level of GDP, or economic welfare, not on the rate of growth. The example assumes an instantaneous jump of 6 percent in GDP once the liberalization is instituted. More likely there would be a protracted transition period where the 3 percent growth rate would move to, say, 4 percent for 6 years, then revert to the 3 percent growth rate. So the rate of growth is not totally unaffected, but it changes only as a result of the transition from one level to another. [See the figure.] Thus, liberalization produces a modest spurt of growth as the economy goes from a lower to higher level of efficiency.¶ Real Cost Reduction via Free Trade. One of the most important sources of economic growth is the reduction of firms' real costs through increases in the productivity of labor and capital used to produce goods. Real cost reduction is a constant, never-ending objective of business people. Examples of real cost reduction include mechanizing loading, computerizing payrolls, downsizing operations or outsourcing goods and services.¶ Free trade can be a major catalyst for real cost reduction. Consider, for example, American investment in a manufacturing operation in China. Rather than further lowering China 's already-low manufacturing costs, the investment allows the American firm to take advantage of those low costs. This represents a great cost saving for the American firm, compared to its alternative costs in the United States, and will be reflected partly in a high rate of return on the investment and partly in a significantly lower price for the product in the world market.

Politics Links
Unpopular 1NC

Plan unpopular – Bipartisan opposition from key congressional leaders

Orski 11 (Ken Orski,  former Associate Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration, 5/7/11, “SKEPTICISM GREETS US DOT'S DRAFT TRANSPORTATION BILL” http://www.newgeography.com/content/002224-skepticism-greets-us-dots-draft-transportation-bill)

Item: The US DOT has proposed a "National Infrastructure Innovation and Finance Fund" to finance transportation infrastructure projects of national and regional significance through grants, loans, loan guarantees and lines of credit. The Fund, administered by a heavily bureaucratized structure (executive director, nine-member Investment Council, Advisory Committee) would receive $30 billion over six years. This proposal, also known as the National Infrastructure Bank, faces considerable bipartisan skepticism and overt opposition by several influential House and Senate leaders. Its chances of passage are rated at less than 50-50. In sum, the unreality of its fiscal ambitions and the lack of political support for its key programmatic initiatives has rendered the DOT’s legislative proposal "dead on arrival" in the judgment of congressional observers. That is not to say that the proposal deserves to be totally ignored. Many of its programmatic provisions – for example, those dealing with accelerated project delivery, tolling, highway and motor vehicle safety, "state of good repair" policy, pursuit of VMT fees, performance management and freight policy—are worthy of consideration and will likely find their way into the final bill.

Unpopular - GOP

GOP hates the plan

DRUTMAN ‘10 (Lee,  senior fellow and the managing editor for the Progressive Policy Institute “Financing Future Growth: How Do We Pay For New Projects?”, October 4, http://progressivepolicy.org/financing-future-growth-how-do-we-pay-for-new-projects)

And yet, Rep. DeLauro’s bill to create a National Infrastructure Bank and turn a chaotic ad-hoc infrastructure appropriations process into a rational national strategy has attracted only 60 co-sponsors – and not a single Republican. “Resistance is internal to Congress,” said Hindery. “They would give up so much grant and earmark authority. Members are hesitant to see that move into an independent entity.” Hindery argued that the key was leadership, and that the President wasn’t doing enough of it. “It has to be a stated priority,” he said. “It can’t be a proffered idea with tepid support.” Ehrlich, who wrote a PPI Policy Memo on how an infrastructure bank should operate, was optimistic that this is an idea whose time has come. “This is a remarkable moment in infrastructure,” he said. “We are finally at a place where all the communities know the current programs are brain-dead…Local planners are wondering where the funds are going to come from, private investors are circling around the periphery of the area, looking for a way in.” Hindery also noted that both the Chamber of Commerce and the Business Roundtable – both of whom have been largely resistant to any form of domestic spending – have come out in favor of an infrastructure bank. However, DeLauro said her Republican colleagues in Congress were not hearing this.

AT: Link turn

The bank will face opposition regardless of benefits

Lovaas 11 (Deron, Federal Transportation Policy Director, Natural Resources Defense Council, “An Infrastructure Bank for Transportation”, 6/28/11, Switchboard – Natural Resources Defense Council Staff, online @ http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlovaas/an_infrastructure_bank_for_tra.html)
The problem is that in our current political climate, talk of using public funds to create a government bank is a total turn-off to many Republicans. No matter how great its potential benefits, a large, national infrastructure bank is exceedingly unlikely to pass muster with this Congress.

Unpopular - Deficit

Bank unpopular – will generate deficit debate

Mitchell, 11 (Josh, 8/15/2011, “Plan for Highway Bank Faces Uphill Battle; White House Wants Extra Money for Transportation Projects, While GOP Questions How Funds Will Be Allocated, Spent,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904823804576500692477795126.html)

President Barack Obama is pressing Congress to create a new "infrastructure bank" to finance highway and rail construction, create jobs and jump-start the stalled economy, but the proposal faces hurdles on Capitol Hill. White House officials have described the bank as a new government entity that would make loans to support public-works projects of regional and national significance with private funding. That includes interstate highways, rail lines linking Midwest farmers to West Coast ports, and equipment for planes to link up to a new satellite-based air-traffic-control network. By luring more private capital to infrastructure projects with low-interest loans, the bank is designed to provide a long-term solution to more immediate problems. The law authorizing the gasoline tax that provides the bulk of federal transportation money expires Sept. 30, and the tax, currently at 18.4 cents a gallon, isn't generating enough funds to keep pace with the nation's infrastructure needs anyway. But the White House, House Republicans and some Senate Democrats differ on the best way to encourage more private investment in public infrastructure. Those disagreements are likely to be swept into a broader debate over how to shrink the federal deficit that could stretch to the November 2012 elections. Some lawmakers fear that once they return from their August recess, a political fight over spending could delay reauthorization of the law for weeks or even months. The government would lose up to $100 million a day in gas-tax revenue, payments to states would be halted and construction jobs would likely be lost if the law lapses, business groups warn.

Funding debate polarizes congress

SCHULZ ’10 (John D., Contributing Editor  Logistics Management “Transportation infrastructure: Is a U.S. Infrastructure Bank an idea whose time has come?”. April 2. http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/455228-Transportation_infrastructure_Is_a_U_S_Infrastructure_Bank_an_idea_whose_time_has_come_.php)
"This is something holding up a major surface transportation bill," Mineta said. "We can't have these two-, three-, five-month extensions. The critical factor in moving that surface transportation bill forward is how is it going to be funded." But as the recent health care debate showed in an increasingly polarized political landscape, change does not come easily in Washington. "Forcing change in the infrastructure community has rarely been successful," Mineta admitted. "It is now time for a collaborative effort. We should look at a comprehensive set of solutions."

Unpopular - Obama

Elections means republicans will oppose the bank

Cohn, 11 ( Jonathan, “Selling Public Works to the Tea Party,” 8/11/2011, http://www.tnr.com/blog/jonathan-cohn/93496/infrastructure-bank-roads-airports-funding-obama-kerry-hutchison)

The main obstacle to creating the bank, really, is political. On the one hand, the infrastructure has a strong bipartisan and cross-ideological pedigree: In March, when Kerry (a Democrat) and Hutchison (a Republican) held a press conference to unveil their proposal, Richard Trumpka (of the AFL-CIO) and Tom Donohue (of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce) appeared with them to offer their endorsement. On the other hand, the infrastructure bank is part of Obama's agenda. And, as we've all seen, sometimes that's all it takes to generate fatal Republican opposition. Purely on the merits, conservatives ought to embrace the infrastructure bank. Alas, that doesn’t mean they will. 

Spending Links
Investment through an infrastructure bank racks up deficit without growing the economy
Goff and Boccia 12 Emily Goff, Research Associate at The Heritage Foundation, And Romina Boccia,¶ Research Coordinator,¶ Domestic and Economic Policy, The Heritage Foundation, 2/13/12, “Infrastructure Spending Would Not Create Jobs, Revive Economy” Reaction Roundup: Heritage Responds to Obama’s 2013 Budget Proposal, The Foundry, The Heritage Founation, http://blog.heritage.org/2012/02/13/reaction-roundup-heritage-responds-to-obamas-2013-budget-proposal/ linja
When it comes to infrastructure spending, the President is once again using the term “investment” as a synonym for spending. The billions of dollars the President wants to “invest” in infrastructure in his FY2013 budget would do little to spur job creation in America. Neither would his proposal to establish a national infrastructure bank aid economic revival.¶ The President’s “job-creating infrastructure investments,” or spending on the transportation budget, cover $50 billion to “jumpstart” transportation projects in 2012, and a six-year, $476 billion proposal for surface transportation projects, including high-speed rail. This would amount to a $135 billion increase in spending, which the President proposes to pay for with phony war savings. As taxpayers painfully learned during the past few years, stimulus spending does manage to rack up deficits and debt, but it does little to grow the economy and create jobs. Ditto infrastructure spending, or make that “investing.”¶ After reviewing a series of studies on the relationship between infrastructure spending and economic activity, Heritage Foundation expert Ronald Utt concluded that any impact of increased infrastructure spending on jobs would be modest and delayed. An influential study commissioned by the U.S. Department of Transportation suggesting that $1 billion of federal highway spending would produce the equivalent of 47,576 jobs for one year should be viewed with caution. As Utt explained:¶ Regardless of how the federal government raised the additional $1 billion, it would shift resources from one part of the economy to another, in this case to road building. The only way that $1 billion of new highway spending can create 47,576 new jobs is if the $1 billion appears out of nowhere as if it were manna from heaven.¶ Moreover, Utt also explained why an infrastructure bank is not truly a bank, but rather another means of using taxpayer dollars to fund transportation projects:¶ … the common meaning of a “bank” describes a financial intermediary that borrows money at one interest rate and lends it to credit-worthy borrowers at a somewhat higher interest rate […]the Obama proposal is not a bank, and it relies entirely on congressional appropriations—thus, on deficit finance and taxpayer bailouts.¶ A more productive policy would be creating public-private partnerships to address infrastructure needs as a step in the right direction. These partnerships amount to a non-tax means to finance transportation projects, leveraging private-sector involvement and user fees where possible.¶ The President also proposes $47 billion over six years, plus $6 billion in 2012, to fund the development of high-speed rail and other pas­senger rail programs. High-speed rail is a costly form of transportation, and it is afflicted with lower-than-expected ridership rates, rising ticket prices, and exorbitant government subsidies. Other countries’ experiences with high-speed rail systems should serve as a lesson to the United States. California is a homegrown example of how the costs for high-speed rail projects often surpass original projections and further burden states and taxpayers, who are already struggling with a weakened economy and increasing budget deficits.¶ The President should be honest that more infrastructure spending is not the fix the economy needs to get back to running at full speed. Increased government spending only diverts resources out of the more efficient private sector into the public sector, yet fails to deliver the jobs its supporters claim it will. All we would get is more spending and debt.

Infrastructure spending is costly and fails to stimulate—empirics

Brownfield 11 Mike Brownfield, writer at The Heritage Foundation, 9/6/11, “Morning Bell: Big Government Rising?,” The Foundry at the Heritage Foundation, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/09/06/morning-bell-big-government-rising/ linja
In his speech to labor unions in Detroit yesterday [6], President Obama gave a preview of what “bold” means to him: more infrastructure spending. The trouble is that the President tried this approach before in his stimulus plan, and it just didn’t work. The stimulus included $48.1 billion for transportation infrastructure, but the funded projects have been very slow to get underway and have had a minuscule impact on economic activity.¶ An “infrastructure bank” is the latest permutation of the President’s plan for more of the same kind of spending. In the President’s February 2011 highway reauthorization proposal, the infrastructure bank would be funded by an appropriation of $5 billion per year in each of the next six years and would provide loans, loan guarantees, and grants to eligible transportation infrastructure projects. Translation: more big government spending and more federal bureaucracy. As Heritage’s Ronald Utt explains [7], that’s a road to nowhere.¶ The President’s ongoing obsession with an infrastructure bank as a source of salvation from the economic crisis at hand is—to be polite about it—a dangerous distraction and a waste of his time . . . Obama’s infrastructure bank would likely yield only modest amounts of infrastructure spending by the end of 2017 while having no measurable impact on job growth or economic activity—a prospect woefully at odds with the economic challenges confronting the nation.¶ But that’s not the only way the President is planning on increasing spending while growing the reach of the federal government. Another of his ideas? New federal funding for school construction, a job that has historically fallen under the direction of state and local governments. Heritage’s Lindsey Burke explains [8] why the idea is problematic:¶ Practically speaking, the federal government is the most inefficient mechanism for financing school construction. If Washington funds school construction, it must pay prevailing wages, which increase costs, on average, by 22 percent. Because of Davis–Bacon labor laws, schools that receive federal funding for school construction would typically have to hire union workers, increasing costs and preventing non-union construction companies from having a seat at the bidding table.¶ Both the infrastructure bank and the President’s plan for funding schools have common denominators: increased spending and the expansion of government. But he’s tried that before–in tandem with new regulations–with the only result being more deficit spending, businesses sitting on the sidelines waiting for certainty from the government, and an economy that produced no new jobs in August. And now, as 14 million unemployed Americans wait for the hope and change they were promised, they’re getting more of the same from their President and politicians on the left: a movement toward bigger government that will only make matters worse.
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